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PREFACE

The current U.S. Army doctrine for 1larger wunit
operations predates the AirLand Battle doctrine. As a
result, the Combined Arms Center's Concept Development
Directorate and the Command and General Staff College's
Department of Joint and Combined Operations are updating
the older doctrine with a new field manual on larger unit
operations. The Combat Studies Institute (CSI) was tasked
to support this project by preparing a historical
perspective on the echelons of field army, army group, and
theater army organization during wartime. The following
study is the result of CSI's efforts.

The military philosopher J. F. C. Fuller noted that
"looking back is the best way of looking forward." CSI's
task in looking back was to uncover common principles of
command and organization in order to highlight past
mistakes and successes. To do this, the study begins with
World War II and moves forward to the Vietnam Conflict.
The study focuses on the organization, command
relationships, functions, and 1logistics of operational
theaters.

The study uncovered unity of command as a guiding
principle for larger unit organization, and many other
lessons are developed as well in the individual chapters.
It is hoped that this study will help provide the
historical foundation for the revised larger unit manuals.

ix




CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The American Civil War marked the beginning of the
U.S. force structure's evolution toward 1larger units.
Prior to the Civil War there were few occasions when
Americans mobilized sufficient forces to constitute even
one small army. During the Civil War, millions of men
were mobilized and for the first time the United States
possessed massive forces dispersed in multiple theaters of
operation. The mobilization of large units produced the
need for corresponding command and control elements. It
was during the Civil War that we saw the evolution in the
U.S. force structure of a single  commander directly
controlling more than one Army, a case in point being when
U. S. Grant was placed in charge of all field forces in
1864. From that time, Grant exercised command over all
U.S. land forces, and the Civil War became the U.S. Army's
first experience in command, control, and support of corps
and Army-size unit operatioms. - : '

During World War I the French General Joffre directly
commanded eight armies prior to the Battle of -the Marmne in
September 1914, and Von Moltke directly commanded seven
German - armies. The Russian leader, Grand Duke Nicholas,
commanded six armies but organized his command structure
differently. His armies were widely dispersed, and he
established an organization with two groups, thus placing
an additional level of command and control between the
armies < and the general headquarters.z“ Gradually the
idea of the- army group as an intermediary headquarters
developed, and by the end of World War I, all major powers
had experimented with the army group echelon of command

and control. General Pershing and  the American
Expeditionary Force (AEF) never actually used the army
group extensively, preferring instead that the army

commanders deal directly with the general headquarters.-

Pershing =~ went to Europe in 1917 with a direct
appointment from the Secretary of War as the Commanding
General, AEF. Inherent in this appointment was the
establishment of a general headquarters (GHQ) for the
prosecution of the war. This status, according to some
interpretations, placed Pershing as a coequal of the Army
Chief of Staff and he reported directly to the Secretary
of War.4 Pershing's independent and somewhat arrogant

*Written by Lieutenant Colonel Gary L. Bounds
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nature contributed to this somewhat unique relationship.
Upon arrival in Europe, Pershing estimated the nature and
scope of the U.S. involvement in the war and promptly
requested twenty divisions plus supporting troops. As the
war progressed, ©Pershing periodically increased his
requests, and by the time of the German collapse, the
United States had forty-three of its sixty-two infantry
divisions in France.d o :

Throughout this buildup, Pershing constantly resisted
pressure by Britain and France to integrate American
troops piecemeal into Allied units. Pershing's adamant
resistance set a precedent repeated during World War II
and in later conflicts that American forces must fight
under American commanders. (Pershing actually consented
to U.S. forces being committed to combat with Allied
units, but these forces were usually of battalion size.)

Logistically, the AEF was organized in much the same
way as an army in a modern theater of war. Pershing
established a Line of Communication HQ which was later
designated the Service of Supply (S0S). This headquarters
had several sections deployed at various places in the
communications zome to facilitate supply and evacuation
operations. By the summer. of 1918, the War Department
proposed that the supply function be made a separate
operation, thus freeing Pershing to pursue operations.
This would have furtHer expanded the War Department's role
in the supply operation, but Pershing insisted it was his
prerogative as theater commander to control the support
operations of his theater. In addition, Pershing quickl%
designated his chief of staff as commander of the SOS.

The United States emerged from World War I with
considerable experience on which to base future practices
~and procedures. By 1921, having been elevated to Army
Chief of Staff, General Pershing became instrumental in a
number of reforms that helped prepare America for the next
major war. The reforms included an increased role for the
general staff in operational planning. Pershing agreed to
the findings of the Harbord Board which established the
War Plans Board (later OPD), a development which paved the
way for the general staff to play a major operational role
in World War I1.9 . ;

During the interwar . period, the United States
continued to borrow doctrinally from the French. In 1924,
our first manual on 1larger unit operations, a direct
translation from the post-World War I French publication,
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was released. This manual outlined the command,
organization and tactical emplqgment of large units, but
none larger than the field army.

In 1930, the War Department published a Manual for
Commanders of Larger Units (Provisional). Volume 1,
Operations, was the first American effort to articulate a
doctrine based on recent U.S. initiatives to guide larger

units in the field. This early equivalent to later
FM 100-15s described the philosophy of American
participation in a mature theater of war. The regulation

established the general headquarters (GHQ) to oversee the
forces in the field and defined the various other echelons
of command as required, i.e., army groups, field armies,
corps, and divisions. At this time the division was
considered to be a larger unit, and the army group was the
largest tactical unit. Much of what is depicted in the
1930 manual directly reflects Pershing's influence as well
as a number of his reforms. The GHQ established to direct
field forces mirrored the AEF organization of World War I,
and the larger units discussed reflected the echelons of
command many World War I veterans felt were required for
operations in a mature theater. .

Throughout the 1920s, and early 1930s, General Pershing
and other reformers fought to enhance the Army's position
by seeking increased resources for a skeletonized force.
By 1930, when General Douglas MacArthur was appointed
Chief of Staff, it was becoming evident that World War 1
was not ''the war to end all wars.'" MacArthur, although
under strict materiel and personnel constraints, continued
the battle for a viable force structure. Organizationally,
he was able to establish a framework for mobilization and
force expansion in case of war. Although proposed in the
1920s, the establishment of Army areas in CONUS was not
realized wuntil 1932, when four field army headquarters
were established to facilitate general mobilization. The
headquarters were to be exercise and planning agencies
providing staff and commanders with experience to take to
the field. MacArthur also proposed a skeletonized Arm
group headquarters, but this idea did not materialize.l

By the summer of 1939, the Regular Army was still
scattered around 130 posts in mostly battalion-size
units. Field armies existed for ‘exercise purposes only,
and the corps structures were: primarily administrative
headquarters. As the U.S. prepared to enter the war, it
was evident to many military leaders that the conflict
might become a multitheater war.l
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Doctrinally, the 1930 manual called for a general
headquarters to be established for expeditionary forces
which would direct the various aspects of war fighting.
However, by this time many Army leaders, to include Chief
of Staff General George C. Marshall, believed the current
doctrinal organization to be insufficient to meet the
challenges of a multi-theater war, a training mission, an
operational mission, and the complications of a rapidly
evolving air force. As a result, a reorganization study
was effected, and on 9 March 1942, the findings were acted
on by creating a division of responsibilities. The Army
Ground Force was created to train the field forces while
the general staff was to control operations. Thus, on the
eve of active participation in the war, the United States
Army had established a command center for worldwide combat
operations.l3 :

Changes brought about by the Army reorganization of
March 1942 necessitated revision of the 1930 field manual
on larger unit operations, and in June 1942, the new
FM 100-15 appeared. Preparation for operations were
already in progress in England, but this FM would provide
the framework for 1larger unit operations throughout
World War II.l4
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CHAPTER 2
LARGE UNITS IN NORTH AFRICA AND THE MEDITERRANEAN¥*

Introduction

When the United States became a belligerent in World
War II on 7 December 1941, U.S. Army large . unit
organization was still guided by A Manual for Commanders
of Large Units (Provisional). This manual, which had been
published by the chief of staff in 1930, was rooted in the
experiences of the  Army during World War I and was
considered inadequate to meet the military challenges
posed by World War II. Six months after U.S. entry into
the war, on 29 June 1941, Chief of Staff George C.
Marshall promulgated a new doctrinal statement on large
units, FM 100-15, Field Service Regulations, Larger
“Units. This document, 1in addition to describing the
functions and operations of army groups and armies as the
1930 manual did, also discussed joint land, sea, and air
operations and placed much greater emphasis on
large-scale, extensive !"theaters of operations."  Field
Service Regulations, Larger Units, June 1942, did not,
however, use the term '"theater army," and there was no
mention of combined operations with Allied forces. Such
concepts and practices were soon to emerge, however, as
the war against the Axis powers developed.

This chapter examines the Dbeginning efforts of
American and British military leaders to create large unit
structures that could successfully plan, organize, and
‘carry. out the massive military operations that were
required in World War 1II. It further examines the
evolution of larger units brought about by the experiences
gained in North Africa and the Mediterranean area.
Starting with the first phases of Anglo-American military
cooperation, this chapter discusses the establishment of
the European Theater of Operations (ETO), the involvement
of ETO in the invasion of North Africa, the establishment
of the ©North African Theater of Operations (NATO),
subsequent organizational changes within NATO, @ the
establishment of the Mediterranean Theater of Operations

*Written by Dr. Gary J. Bjorge.
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(MT0), and later organizational changes within MTO. What
emerges 1is a picture that exemplifies how American and
British military leaders successfully met the military
challenge before them by creating effective large unit
structures.

American-British Cooperation Before Pearl Harbor

United States-United Kingdom cooperation in military
matters began well before U.S. entry into World War II.
In October 1940, Major General James E. Chaney of the Army
Air Corps was sent to England to observe the air war over
Britain. He submitted his report to the War Department in
December 1940 and predicted that Germany would be unable
to defeat Britain. On 29 January 1941, representatives of
the U.S. Army chief of staff and chief of naval operations
met with representatives of the British chiefs of staff in
a series of meetings known as ABC-1 (for American-British
staff conversations). The purpose of these meetings was
to establish principles and methods for acting together
against the Axis powers in the eventuality of the U.S.
entering the war. It was agreed at these meetings to
exchange military missions and coordinate planning, and in
May 1941, the U.S. mission, named Special Observer Group,
or SPOBS, began operating in London with Major General
Chaney in command. The -entire group consisted of eighteen
officers and eleven enlisted men.l!

The first task of SPOBS was to establish liaison with
the British and begin learning about their equipment and
methods of operation. SPOBS was also tasked to help
coordinate’ the allocation of the equipment that was being
shipped to Britain wunder provisions of the ' American
Lend-Lease Act of 11 March 1941.  In mid-1941, SPOBS
became involved in the American occupation of Iceland. It
was also given responsibility for preparing for the
stationing of -U.S. forces in Northern Ireland, Scotland,
and elsewhere in the British: Isles, in ‘case the United
States became an active participant in the war. At the
time all of this work was being done, the United States
remained officially neutral and SPOBS had to be careful
not to overtly vioclate that neutrality. ‘

United States Buildup in Great Britain

The Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor and United States
entry into the war - dramatically altered the
American-British relationship. The two nations were now
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at war against common foes. In December 1941, Prime
Minister Churchill traveled to Washington, D.C., and in a
series of meetings known as the Arcadia Conference reached
agreement - with President Roosevelt on broad global
strategy and a combined prosecution of the war. The
Combined Chiefs of Staff (ccs) organization was
established to coordinate military operations and allocate
resources, and the British Chiefs of Staff appointed a
permanent party called the Joint Staff Mission to stay in
Wasbin%tcn to work with the American Army-Navy Joint
Board. This established unity of command ~ at the
highest level and made it ‘possible for the United States
and Great Britain to proceed with a joint war effort.

In early 1941, the United States moved quickly to
establish a military presence in Great Britain. On
8 January, the first step toward establishing a U.S. Army
headquarters in England was taken with the activation of
Headquarters, United States Army Forces in the British
Isles (USAFBI).3 Major General Chaney was designated
the commander. On 24 January, the first ground command
was established when United States Army Northern Ireland
Force  (USANIF) was officially announced.?% On
.26 January, four thousand American troops debarked at
Belfast, Northern Ireland. ‘ :

As the number of American forces in Great Britain grew
during the next several months, so, too, did the debate
over how to organize and command them. General Chaney and
most members of his staff favored regional commands. The
Operations Division (OPD) in the War Department and Army
Chief of Staff, General George C. Marshall, favored
functional commands. On 14 May, General Marshall sent a
letter directive to General Chaney informing him that U.S.
forces in the United Kingdom were to be organized along
the same pattern as the new War Department structure with
three coordinate functional  commands, one each for air,
ground, and services. ~ OPD envisioned that General
Chaney's headquarters would be organized like a command
post, with Army Air Forces in Great Britain largely
autonomous under an air command, and administrative and
supply functions passing to a theater-wide services

command . Establishing an air command was not such a
‘difficult matter, but the establishment of a theater-wide
services command. created serious  disagreements.

Marshall's 14 May directive gave broad powers to Supply of
Services (S0S) in the United Kindom, and after SOS, USAFBI
was established in London on 24 May,: its commanding
general, Major General John C. H. Lee, set out to take
over virtually all supply-and administrative functions in
USAFBT. On 28 May, he submitted a draft general order
which proposed that all supply arms and services except
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for the minimum amount needed in the supply and
administration of Headquarters, USAFBI, be placed under
SO0S. General Chaney and his staff felt that this proposal
infringed too much on their areas of responsibility, but
the broad powers given SOS in the 14 May directive made
them uncertain of their position. On 29 May, Chaney's
chief of staff, Brigadier General Charles L. Bolté, sent a
memorandum to the visiting chief of OPD, Major: General
Dwight D. Eisenhower, asking him to help clarify the
situation. What was needed, Bolt€ said, was a ‘basic
directive to the Commanding General, USAFBI, concerning
his authority, responsibility, and mission."®

The controversy over how best to organize U.S. forces
in Great Britain had been of deep concern to General

Marshall for some time. In April 1942, during his visit
to London to argue for plan Bolero, a plan which envisaged
o oraat Amar icoan hitd T Ay T Nrant Ry dit+ainr vyl oy
«a BLCOL 3kl L L atl UUJ.J.UUP 141 viLCcad 2L L La Lall atia a

cross~channel assault, he had sensed that the American
officers on duty there ''were not familiar with the_broader
problems and objectives of the War Department."’/ After
he returned to Washington, he directed the chief of OPD,
~General Eisenhower, to travel to London to see what could
be done about correcting the situation. Marshall also
told Eisenhower that he wanted him to 'bring back
recommendations involving future organization and
development of our European forces.'8

European Theater of Operations

General Eisenhower's visit to the United Kingdom left
him convinced that General Chaney and his staff had to be
replaced and that a European Theater of Operations with
"absolute unity of command . . . exercised by the Theater
Commander”" should be established.? On 8 June, he
resented General Marshall with a draft directive entitled
Directive for the Commanding General, European Theater of
Operations'" that provided for wunified command of all
American forces in the European area.l0  That very day,
the directive was sent out establishing European Theater
of Operations, United States Army (ETOUSA), with General
Chaney as commander. Three days later, on 11 June,
Marshall told Eisenhower to prepare to leave OPD and
relieve General Chaney as Commanding General, ETOUSA. On
24 June, Eisenhower arrived in London and assumed command.

The 8 June directive that established ETOUSA gave the

Commanding General, ETO, the ‘''tactical, strategical,
territorial, and administrative duties of a theater
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commander."ll In keeping with the principle of unity of
command, he was to exercise planning and operational
control over all U.S. forces, ‘including naval forces,
assigned to the theater. U.S. forces were instructed by
the directive to <cooperate with British forces in
operations against the Axis powers, but it was also
specified that U.S. forces were to be maintained as
distinct and separate components in such operations.

Before Eisenhower 1left Washington, he visited the
Chief of Naval Operations, Admiral Ernest J. King, and was
told by King that he would do everything possible to make
sure that Eisenhower was, in fact, the actual ''commander"
of naval forces assigned to ETO. King stressed the point
that this would be the '"first deliberate attempt by the
American fighting services to set up a unified command in
the field for a command of indefinite length."lZ2 He
told Eisenhower that there should be no talk of the ETO
commander's  authorit resting upon ‘''cooperation' or
"paramount interest,'" and that any violation of his
authority by naval units should be reported to King
personally.

Admiral King's position assured interservice unity of
command in ETO. Shortly after Eisenhower assumed command
of ETOUSA, he also worked to resolve the 1intraservice
issue of how SOS fit into the theater command structure.
On 20 July, General Order 19, which restated the
responsibilities of SO0S and its position in ETQUSA, was
issued. The authority of commanding general, SO0S, as a
corps area commander was restricted so as not to apply to
areas where another commander already had such authority.
More staff sections (eight) were made residents of theater
headquarters, and the remaining ten staff sections were to
have senior representatives selected by the theater

commander there. General Lee was assigned the additional
responsibility of administrative and supply planning for
theater operations. He was also given authority to

communicate directly with British officials and the War
Department on supply matters without going through theater
headquarters. This was a compromise solution, and General
Eisenhower apparently considered this arrangement to be
temporary. However, other events intervened and General
Order_ 19 governed ETOUSA organization for the next
year .13 :

Allied Force Headquarters

When General Eisenhower became Commanding General,
ETOUSA, Allied planning was still directed towards a
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buildup of U.S. forces in the United Kingdom and a
cross-channel assault. Then in late July, it was decided
that an invasion of Northwest Africa, code named Operation
Torch, would be undertaken. On 26 July, General Marshall
informed Eisenhower that he would be appointed commander
in chief of the Allied Expeditionary Force that would
carry out Torch.l4 Eisenhower began organizing a
headquarters staff immediately, and by the time that he
was officially notified of his appointment on 14 August,
the organization of his headquarters was largely
complete. When this headquarters, which was called Allied
Force Headquarters (AFHQ), officially announced its
existence on 12 September with the publication of General
Order 1, it was actually already a month old.

AFHQ was a headquarters without precedent in history.
For several months General Eisenhower had been involved
with the establishment of an efficient Jjoint command
structure for U.S. forces in Great Britain. Now he had
the task of creating a combined headquarters that fused
the different services of two nations into an effective
fighting force. He accomplished this task by adhering to
three principles: wunity of command, a close balance of
American and British personnel in staff sections, and the
use of the best - person for . the job regardless of
nationality. He firmly insisted on a unity of spirit that
held no room for nationalistic sentiments. To enforce his
position, Eisenhower had at least two American officers
removed from their duties and sent back to the U.S. for
making disrespectful remarks about the British.l6

Unity of command was the firm foundation upon which
AFHQ was constructed. As noted by Eisenhower:

~Alliances in the past have often done no more
than to name the common foe, and 'unity of
command'" has been a pious  aspiration thinly
disguising the national jealousies, ambitions and
recriminations of  high ranking officers,
unwilling to subordinate themselves or their
forces to a command.of different nationality or
different service . . . I was determined, from
.the first, to do all in my power to make this a
truly Allied Force, with real unity of command
and centralization of administrative.
responsibility.l :

General Eisenhower had to fight to obtain the unity of
command that he sought. A draft directive from the
British chiefs of staff to Lieutenant General
Kenneth A. N. Anderson placing him and British First Army
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under Eisenhower's command contained a clear limitation to
Eisenhower's command authority. The draft directive
stated that if the Allied Commander in Chief gave an order
that imperiled any British troops in the Allied force,
even those not under Anderson's command, Anderson would be
"at liberty to aggeal to the War Office before the order
[was] executed.” Eisenhower received a copy of this
draft directive and quickly expressed his objections in a
letter to General Sir Hastings L. Ismay, Churchill's Chief
of Staff:

I anticipate that as fighting develops in the
new theater there will be many times  that
detachments of both United States and British
forces are definitely imperiled. . + .« But I
have constantly endeavored to maintain in all my
relationships with the British Government and
Armed Services, with the American War Department,
and with my staff and subordinate commanders,
that we are undertaking a single, unified effort
in pursuit of a common object stated by the two
governments; and that for the attainment of this
object our sole endeavor must be to use every
resource and asset for the common good. I think
this view is correct and that our best interests
will be served if all concerned are imbued with a
similar purpose. Consequently, departures from
normal practices of command should be tolerated
only in cases of urgent necessity.

In view of the above, I believe that this
directive should be written in the form of a
short statement of principles, emphasizing unity

of the whole, and stressing the great
desirability of keeping the integrity of national
forces. 1 should give to General Anderson the

right, in what he may consider to be grave and
exceptional circumstances, to appeal to his home
government, but he should be instructed first to
notify the Allied Commander in Chief that he
intends so  to appeal, giving his reasons
therefore.

As a final word, I should like to say that I
do not present the above from any personal
viewpoint whatsoever, since any order issued
directly by the War Office to General Anderson
could have no other effect than to relieve me of
a portion  of a very heavy burden of
responsibility. I  am speaking solely from

2-7




conviction, and, while I believe that the British
Chiefs of Staff probably see this matter exactly
as I do, I think the wording of their directive
is such as to weaken rather than to support the
spirit that should be developed and sustained
among the ranks participating in this great
enterprise.l

In response to General Eisenhower's comments, the
British Chiefs of Staff changed their directive to General
Anderson. It now included the following two paragraphs:

His Majesty's Government and the Government
of the United States have agreed that singleness
of purpose and unified direction are essential to
the speedy success of these operations. To this
end, the First Army has been placed under the
Supreme command of the Allied Commander in Chief,
Lieutenant General Dwight D. Eisenhower, United
States Army. In the exercise of his command, the
national forces at his disposal will be wused
towards the benefit of the United Nations and in
pursuit of the common object. You will carry out
any orders issued by him. :

In the unlikely event of your receiving an
order which, in your view, will give rise to a
grave and exceptional situation, you have the
right to appeal to the War Office, provided that
by so doing an opportunity is not lost, mnor any
part of the Allied Force endangered. You will,
however, first inform the Allied Commander in
Chief that you intend gso to appeal, and you will
give him your reasons. :

The revised directive completely satisfied
Eisenhower. In an endorsement he wrote:

I consider its terms completely
satisfactory. In fact it so definitely expresses
the views I hold with respect to appropriate
instructions to a National Commander under the
conditions prevailing in this case, that 1 am
forwarding a «copy to the United States War
Department in the hope that it will serve as a
model in future cases of this kind.

Personnel ©policies ‘'were used to strengthen the
organizational unity established through - unity of
command. Operational staff sections were integrated as
far as possible, and the principle of balanced personnel
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was observed. Whenever an assistant chief of staff or
chief of a section was of one nationality, an officer of
the other nationality of near or equal rank was designated
his deputy. This prdctice was almost general enough to be
called the '"principle of the opposite number' and often
extended down to subsections within staff sections. Below
this level, the rest of the personnel was recruited as
equally as possible from American and British sources.
None of these practices precluded finding the best person
for the job. :

Balanced personnel did not apply to most
administrative and supply staff sections. In these cases,
differences in organization, procedures, and channels of
communication made it advisable not to have 1integrated

sections. Instead, parallel and separate American and
British staff sections were established, each with their
own personnel. Eisenhower did not want these sections to
have an "international facade . . . which would prejudice

the administration and maintenance of the armies upon
which the success of [his] operations would depend."”

Coordination between the American and British
administrative and supply sections was ©provided by
_establishing the position of Chief Administrative Office
(CAQ). This position, which General Eisenhower called
"unique in the  Thistory of war,"23 was filled by a
British officer, Lieutenent General Sir Humfrey Gale. His
responsibilities included the following:

1) Coordination of all operational logistical matters
(British and American) in the theater.

2) Coordination of American and British Army, Navy,
and Air Administrative staffs.

3) Convocation of CAO conferences to facilitate the
exchange of information and expedite coordination.

The organizational structure of AFHQ on the eve of the
invasion of North Africa 1is shown on chart 1. General
Eisenhower was Allied Commander in Chief, and another
American, Lieutenant Mark W. Clark, was Deputy Allied
Commander in Chief. Originally, Clark's position had been
designated a British position, but due to a desire to
ensure that Torch would still have an American facade in
case something happened to Eisenhower, Clark was given the
appointment. It was assumed that in 1light of French
bitterness toward the British because of Dunkirk, the
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French in ©North Africa would resist a British-led
invasion. The Chief of Staff, AFHQ, was also an
American, and headquarters organization and staff
procedures were along American lines.

Operation‘Torch

As finally agreed upon, Operation Torch consisted of

amphibious landings by three task forces on
8 November 1942. The Western Task TForce 1landed at
Casablanca, Morocco. The Central Task Force 1landed at
Oran, Algeria. The Eastern Task Force landed at Algiers,
Algeria. The Western Task Force was composed entirely of
American ground, naval, and air forces that came directly
from the United States. The Center Task Force was also
American, but it sailed from the United Kingdom with
British naval support.. The Eastern Task Force was

gredominantly British, but it carried an American assault
orce in order to project an American image to the French.

General Eisenhower, as Allied Commander in Chief,
exercised direct control over the commanding generals of
the task forces and indirect command over the senior naval
commanders of both nationalities through a British Naval
Commander in Chief, Expeditionary Force, Admiral Sir
Andrew Browne Cunningham. Eisenhower exercised command
over land aviation through British and American Air Force
commanders. '

Admiral Cunningham was responsible to the Allied
Commander in Chief for the sea security of Torch and for
naval support to the amphibious landings in the western
Mediterranean. For operations other than Torch in the
western Mediterranean and in the North Atlantic, however,
Admiral Cunningham remained directly responsible to the
British Admiralty. The American naval forces that came
directly from the United States were under the command of
Commander in Chief, U.S. Atlantic Fleet, until they
crossed the meridian of 400 west longitude. They then
came under command of Commander in Chief, Allied TForce.
When the assault operations were finished and these naval
forces were released by Commander in Chief, Allied Force,
they reverted back to the command of Commander in Chief,
U.S. Atlantic Fleet. The Sea Frontier Forces of the U.S.
Navy along the Atlantic Moroccan coast were under the
command of the Commanding General, Western Task Force.
The U.S. mnaval operating base at Oran was under the
command of Commanding General, Center Task Force.26  The
chain of command for Operation Torch is shown in chart 2.

2-11




20104 31INESSY dY]

LSAMHINON: 943 wioy 03 zy6T Iequoeddg ut ‘(sn)

yoao], uorieiadg 103J puewwWO) JO UTRYD

‘7 3ABY)

¢/ (1561 Ioquodoq LI €980110) FIBlS $00404
poutty n) o1 TeM Prioy Surang sdTYSUOTIBTSY PUBWEO) PUE UOTIBZTUBSI), ‘*TB 32 ‘IPUSM “Y WRTIITM TOUCTOD  HOUAOS

+dn-moTT0J Oyl UT Awry 3ISITJ YSTITIG 8YL JO TBATLIE oyl uodn 90104 jse
*POATOAUT S90I0F punodd pue ITe [T POPUBINIOD ‘SODL0] I[NESSY ULO]SE

"(tgTn) Awxy YaFrg IOIET,

1 uxelsey oyl £q pegqiosqe SEM
q ‘JIepurumio) ‘Juswedpol Jutang

q

"uSHOU0d YIV NVOIUAV

‘zyeedg NgO €IOpUBWMO) ALY OUO ISPUn IYINOIQ SAoM SPUBUMIO) 1Y 9SSUL,

(Sn) ANVIWKOJ)
J0ddNs
ANNO¥Y IIX

2 UFANVININOD

J

NfANVHYELIAEN (+ALQ VS SN (D) ANVIRWOD (sn) dsve (SN) ANVIRNOD (Sn) 40404
NATLSTM SUN 4p¥0d L1NVSSY ATV ONILYYEdO a1v 44 1INOYd
TVAVN HST.LIY NYdLsvda NYALSVE TVAVN Si NYLLSIM Vs
SYHANYIWNOD QUHANVIINOD YHANVIRNOD AHANYINOD & YTANYNAQD YHANVIROD
L | | | _
l T ) T
(Aregv Lsuld "¥d) S (840D II *s'N) (Sd¥0D aFyoWty 1 "S'1)
i !
HO¥04 q
(ud) _aovod 2304 ‘ 4D¥0d
AMYNOTLI(ddXd ASV.L ASVL ASY.L
TVAVN NYALSVI TYYLNED NYLLSIM
 IANYINOD AHANYKOD AHANVINOD YHANVIRNOD

|

[

YAANVIAWOD ALOdEd

ONID ddIT1v

JAVIS 40 S4HIHD
QHINIIWOD

2-12




AFHQ exercised overall planning and logistical control
for Torch as well as operational control. Officers were
borrowed from ETOUSA and SOS for planning purposes, but
there was still insufficient liaison and communication

between AFHQ and these two headquarters. The result was
that SOS was responsible for implementing a supply program
that had been planned by another organization.Z This

was considered to be a distinct handicap, and General Lee,
Commanding General, SOS, 1later said that one of  the
principal lessons of Torch was that supply planning and
operations must be closely coordinated with tactical
planning and operations.

Supply of the Torch task forces was initially carried
out from their respective points of origin. Because
Central Task Force was made up of American forces, its
source of supply was shifted to the United States from the
United Kingdom as soon as 1its ©position ashore was
consolidated. The British ran the Port of Algiers. The
ports of Oran and Casablanca were run by the Americans.
AFHQ G4 had plannned that at these two ports specially
organized SOS units would come ashore after the area had
been secured and would establish base sections. This
occurred at Oran. The first echelon of the Mediterranean
Base Section (MBS) came ashore on 11 November. On
6 December, MBS was established and was soon handling
tremendous quantities of supplies. At Casablanca,
however, the situation was much different. The Western
Task Force commander deferred the transfer of the SOS unit
that was supposed to establish the Atlantic Base Section
(ABS), and the first echelon didn't arrive until
24 December. Supply troops of the Western Task Force were
given the jobs of base section and port operation. Due to
a lack of training, however, they couldn't handle these
tasks properly. Many essential items were misplaced and
lost before order was established.29 This experience
pointed out the necessity of having organized service
forces included in an 1invasion force. On 30 December
1942, in order to better coordinate the activities of MBS,
ABS, and the port of Algiers, the two base sections were
removed from the jurisdiction of the Task Force commanders
and were placed, as the port of Algiers had been from the
start, directly under the command of AFHQ,3O which since
25 November had been located in Algiers. _

North African Theater of Operations

Operation Torch was planned and carried out as an
operation within the ETO. On 18 August, to accommodate
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this action, ETO boundaries were expanded to include the
previously excluded European countries of Portugal, Spain,
and Italy, and all of Northwest Africa. ©Even as that was
being done, however, it was foreseen that the campaign in
North Africa could not forever remain a part of ETO.
General Eisenhower, who at the time was already both
Commanding General, ETOUSA, and Commander in Chief, Allied
Expeditionary Force, suggested that as soon as the Torch
force was firmly established, the North African area
should be detached from  ETOUSA and a new theater
established. He predicted that this could be done
approximately two months after the landings:

.. AFHQ moved to Algiers on 25 November 1942, but it was
not until February that the break with ETO was made. On
3 February 1943, the boundaries of ETO were redrawn to
exclude Portugal, Spain, Italy, and Northwest Africa, and
these areas were incorporated into a new theater called
the North African Theater of Operations, under General
Eisenhower. On 4 February, NATOUSA was established.
General Eisenhower was relieved of his ©position .as
Commanding General, ETOUSA, and was appointed Commanding
General, NATOUSA. This same .day, ETO received a new
commanding general. :

- NATOUSA was created to handle the administration of
the ever-growing American forces in the area, matters that
were not properly of Allied concern. At first, 1like
General Eisenhower, many of its military personnel were
working as both Allied force and theater officers. Later,
some whole sections of AFHQ_ would be ‘transferred to
comparable sections in NATOUSA.3Z

As Allied Commander in Chief and theater commander,
General Eisenhower's time 'was in great demand. He
required the assistance of another general officer who
could tend to the details of the theater command. This
need was filled by the appointment of Brigadier General
Everett S. Hughes to be the deputy theater commander (DTC)
of the new theater. General Hughes saw his responsibility
as ''relieving the theater commander of all possible
details.'33 = In many respects the American DTC was to
become much like 'the British CAO, and when necessary
Generals Hughes and Gale cooperated in problem solving.

An interesting point concerning the position of DTC is
that American Army organization did not provide for such a
position. General Hughes was sensitive. to this fact and
wished to have his position and duties clarified by being
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designated also as Commanding General, Communications Zone
(COMZ). The duties of ‘a COMZ commander were defined in
U.S. Army Field Service Regulations and coincided with
those that would be undertaken by the DTC, namely,
American territorial defense, administration, and supply
in the rear of the combat zone. Designating General
Hughes as Commanding General, COMZ, did not mean that a
headquarters separate from HQ, NATOUSA, was . being
activated. It merely gave the DIC a more understandable
definition of duties using traditional army terms. On
9 February, General Eisenhower designated General Hughes
as CG, COMZ.3%4 |

On 15 February, SOS, NATOUSA, was established. All
supply activities and personnel from ABS, MBS, and the
newly created Eastern Base Section (EBS) at Constantine
were assigned to this new command. Brigadier General
Thomas B. Larkin was designated Commanding Gemneral, SOS,
NATOUSA, with headquarters at Oran. He reported to the
DTC in all matters related to supply. The commanders of
the base sections reported to the DTC in all matters
related to the operation of their bases. This command was
to relieve G4, AFHQ, of operational functions, but
problems of communication and coordination between the two
commands often arose. To correct this problem, a colonel
from SOS was appointed as SOS representative at AFHQ "for
conferences and for the transmission of 1nformat10n to the
Commanding General, S0S.'35

While the changes in administrative and supply command
structures discussed above were occurring, numerous
changes in larger wunit operational commands were  also
being implemented. On 1 January 1943, the Eastern Task
Force was redesignated the British First Army. On
4 January, the U.S. Fifth Army under the command of
General Mark Clark was activated at Ojuda, Morocco. The
missions of this Army were to preserve the territorial
integrity of French Morocco and Algeria, prepare a strike
force for amphibious operations, prepare glans and work
with French civil and military authorities.

Organizational adjustments were also being made
because of the employment of French forces in the Allied
military effort.  On -22 November, the French regime in
North Africa 'signed agreements ‘in which they pledged the
aid of French forces to assist the U.S. and its Allies in
the war against the Axis powers. As these agreements were
implemented, however, complications quickly arose because
the French refused to fight under British command. As a
way to break the impasse, on 13 January, General
Eisenhower assumed direct command over American,
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British, and French units and established what amounted to
an intermediate army group headquarters,” AFHQ Command

Post,  Constantine, . to -exercise this command ., 37
Eisenhower made frequent trips to this command post and
the front after 13 January, but this was not a

satisfactory solution to the French command problem. This
problem was solved after several weeks by the large
restructuring of Allied forces that was agreed to by t%
CCS at the Anfa Conference of 13-23 January.

The Anfa Conference, held outside Casablanca, Morocco,
was an important series of meetings that involved not only
the CCS but the political leaders of the U.S. and the
United Kingdom. Progress to date was assessed and future
plans were made. - One of the major problems faced at the
conference was that of creating a command structure that
would permit the coordination of ground, air, and sea
forces in North Africa with those in the Middle East. The
agp;oacb of the British Eighth Army to the southern border

Tunisia made this decision imperative. _

The solution for the ground forces was to establish an
intermediate army group headquarters between AFHQ and the
headquarters of the British First Army in northern Tunisia
and the British Eighth Army that was about to enter
southeastern - Tunisia. General Sir Harold R. L. G.
Alexander, Commander in Chief, Middle East, was. app01nted
Commander, 18th Army Group, and Deputy Commander in Chief,
Allied Force.38 The 18th Army Group assumed, to a large
extent, the operational responsibilities of AFHQ. Among
other  tasks, it developed tactical plans and issued
directives for operations: in the Tunisian area. It
commanded all ground forces 1in the Tunisian area and
coordinated army operations with air and naval forces. It
also was responsible for keeping itself informed on the
logistical situation to and in Tunisia and for controlling
the level of supplies made available to each army.
Although an Allied command, 18th Army Group was
predominantly British - and was organized along British
staff lines. When 18th Army Group was activated at
Constantine on 18 February, AFHQ Command Post,
Constantine, was closed.: '

During the invasion of North Africa, the lack of a
unified air command below the level of Allied Commander in
Chief had provem to be a problem. Therefore, on
5 December 1942, Major General Carl Spaatz (Amer1can) was
appointed Actlng Deputy Commander in Chief for Air, Allied
Force, in addition to his other duties, to unify the
separate air forces. On 5 January, this organization was
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officially constituted, and its name later became the
Northwest African Air Command (NAAC). Its component
elements were the American Twelfth Air Force, the Royal
Air Force (RAF) Eastern Air Command, and such French units
as might be attached.

When the Western Desert Air Force came into Tunisia
with the British Eighth Army, it was mnecessary ¢to
coordinate 1its activities with those of the NAAC. The
result was the activation on 17 February 1943 of the
Mediterranean Air Command, with headquarters at AFHQ. Air
Chief Marshal Sir Arthur Tedder, GCB, RAF, was designated

Air Commander in Chief, Mediterranean. His command
comprised the Middle East Air Command, RAF Malta Air
Command, and Northwest African Air Forces. His area of

respon51b111ty extended beyond the boundaries of NATO, and
for air operations outside NATO, he was 1ndependent of
General Eisenhower.

Coordination of naval forces in the western
Mediterranean, including Malta, was achieved when a new
command structure went into effect on 20 February.
Admiral Cunningham's designation  was changed  from
Commander in Chief, Naval Expeditionary Force, to
Commander ,in Chief, Mediterranean. He was responsible for
all naval operations in NATO under the command of General
Eisenhower as Allied Commander in Chief. Chart 3 shows
the Allied command structure that resulted from all of the
organlzat1onal changes described above.

7Operation Husky

At - the Anfa Conference, the CCS agreed that after
defeating Axis forces in Tunisia, Allied forces would

invade Sicily. The operation was set for the period of
the favorable July moon and code named Husky. On
- 23 January 1943, General Eisenhower was given a CCS

directive which designated him as Supreme Commander,
General Alexander as deputy commander in chief, Admiral
Cunningham as naval commander, and Air Chief Marshal
Tedder as Air commander.%40 General Eisenhower was also
directed to establish, in consultation with General
Alexander, 'a special operational and administrative
staff, with its own Chief %El;Staff, for planning and

preparing the operation. .
The first meeting of the Husky planning staff was held

on 10 February 1943 in room 141 of the St. George Hotel in
Algiers. This meeting place suggested the name for the
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staff, and on 12 February, they officially announced the
existence of Headquarters, Force 141. At this time,
Headquarters, Force 141, was not independent; it was a
subsection of G3, AFHQ. However, it was free from all
responsibilities for the Tunisian campaign. The welding
together of elements from the different countries and
services into the overall plan was accomplished through
close liaison between Headquarters, Force 141, and the
Joint Planning Staff of AFHQ.

The experience gained in creating AFHQ and
Headquarters, 18th Army Group, helped solve the problems
encountered. in creating Headquarters, Force 141, and the
operation developed on schedule. On 13 March, the first
commander's meeting was held, and the appointments of
Lieutenant General George S. Patton as Commanding General,
Force 343 (American Task Force), and General Sir Bernard
L. Montgomery as Commanding General, Force 545 (British
Task Force), were announced. On 15 May, four days after
the surrender of the last Axis forces in Tunisia, General
Alexander's 18th Army Group was disbanded with most of the
Sersonnel being augmented into Headquarters, Force 141.

n this same day, the headquarters became an independent
operational headquarters. In June, Headquarters, Force
141, moved from Algiers to LaMarsa in Tunisia to have
closer control of its units. In early July, Tactical
Headquarters, Force 141, moved to Malta, and it was from
there, on the morning of 10 July, that General Eisenhower,
General Alexander, and Admiral Cunningham observed the
successful landings on Sicily. They maintained contact
from there with Air Marshal Tedder, who was at his Air
Headquarters in Tunis.

On the day of the invasion of Sicily, the new command
designations for the forces involved in Husky were
announced. Headquarters, Force 141, became 15th Army
Group with General Alexander in command. =~ Force 343,
formerly 1 Armored Corps, Reinforced, became U.S. Seventh
Army under Patton., Force 545 became British Eighth Army
under Montgomery.42 Command structure for Operation
Husky is shown on chart 4.

There was close Army-Navy planning for Husky. To
improve naval fire support, fire control parties from each
artillery battalion received some training in observing
and controlling naval gunfire. Arrangements were made for
air observation and control of naval fire. Each infantry
division had a naval gunfire liaison officer assigned.%3

The utilization of air assets in Husky was based on
the principle that air strength should be kept under a
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single command instead of being divided by sector. The
objective was greater flexibility. The U.S. XII Air
Support Command, which had the mission of providing air
support for the Seventh Army, only had direct control of
its one reconnaissance squadron. Its six squadrons of
fighter bombers and ten squadrons of day fighters were all
under the RAF's Malta Command and under NATAF itself.44

Because of concern over neutralizing enemy air, strategic
targets, armed reconnaissance, and cover over the beaches,
little attention was given to providing close air support
to the ground forces during the operation. During the
critical first forty-eight hours of the campaign, not a
single close air gupport mission was flown in support. of
the Seventh ‘Army.%

The logistics situation for Husky followed previously
established practices. Each of the two armies was
supplied and supported by its own logistical system.
However, because the British were landing in an area with
three major ports and the Americans were going to be
dependent on beach maintenance, it was agreed that after
the British had opened the port of Syracuse and the
campaign was fourteen days old, the British would send one
thousand tons of supply a day to Seventh Army.%46

The Sicilian campaign ended successfully on 17 August,
only thirty-eight days after it began. All CCS objectives
were achieved with less difficulty than had |Dbeen
expected. However, there were problem areas. There was a
lack of close air support for ground forces. The
direction of the campaign seemed to favor Montgomery over
Patton, placing the Seventh Army in a subordinate and
supporting mission to the British Eighth Army. In
addition, the high level command structure, with three
service commanders in widely separated headquarters, made
it difficult to react quickly to major changes in the

military situation: Alexander's ground headquarters was
in Sicily; Tedder's air headquarters was in Tunis;
Cunningham's naval headquarters was at - Malta.

Eisenhower's headquarters was in Algiers. No plan had
been drawn up for joint action to prevent the Germans and

Italians from evacuating Sicily. When it became evident
during the last ten days of the campaign that Axis forces
were evacuating the island, each service acted

independently to prevent this from happening. General
Eisenhower was not presented with the problem, and no
joint operation was undertaken. As a result, the Germans
and Italians were able to carry out one of the most
s§cce52ful evacuations ever conducted from a beleaguered
shore.
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- Operation Avalanche

At the Trident Conference, held at Quebec in May 1943,
the CCS decided to direct General Eisenhower to prepare
plans for invading mainland Italy. Various options were
prepared and presented to. CCS Finally,  on 16 August,
only one day before final wvictory in Sicily, it was
decided to carry out two landings in Italy. The British
Eighth Army was to carry out Operation Baytown, an attack
across the Straits of Messina. The U.S. Fifth Army was to
carry out Operation Avalanche, a landing on the beaches
near Salerno, a city some 150 miles to the north. Fifth
Army was selected Dbecause of the Seventh Army's
involvement in the campaign to capture Sicily.

The command structure for the operations against
mainland Italy was similar to that of Husky. The 15th
Army Group was responsible for planning the operations
allocated by AFHQ and for commanding the operations of
Fifth and Eighth armies. Since plans for mainland Italy
did not 1include the active participation of the Seventh
Army, on 3 October .it reverted to direct command of AFHQ
from 15th- Army Group. - This was one day before General
Alexander opened his headquarters in  Italy at Santo
Spirito.

The Baytown landings took place on 3 September. On
9 September, the Fifth Army landed at Salerno. By
1 October 1943, the combined ground, air, and naval forces
of the Allies had established a secure foothold on the
Italian mainland, and the need for better coordination of
administration and supply was apparent. In response, on
15 October, a new combined organization known as AFHQ
Advanced Administrative Echelon (FLAMBO) was established.
FLAMBO's relationship with 15th Army Group was described
as being like that between ''the operational and
administrative portions of a single headquarters."49
However, it was first of all an "administrative advanced
AFHQ and not a rear HQ of Fifteenth Army Group.'"20
FLAMBO was headed by Major General Sir Brian H. Robertson
(British), whose  official title was  Deputy  Chief
Administrative Officer, - FLAMBO. Among - other
responsibilities, FLAMBO coordinated logistics in forward
areas for both American and British forces, supervised
Italian ports, and controlled and directed all British
general military administration on the mainland of Italy.
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Mediterranean Theater of Operations

As the campaigns in Tunisia, Sicily, and mainland
Italy brought the forces commanded by AFHQ and the forces
commanded by General Headquarters (GHQ), Middle Eastern
Forces (MEF), into ever closer contact, it became more and
more obvious that a unified command for the entire
Mediterranean should be created. In the situation which
existed, command relationships were not clear-cut. The
Allied air commander in chief, as the commander of air
forces under both AFHQ and GHQ, MEF, had two different
commanders to whom he was responsible. The Allied (naval)
Commander in Chief, Mediterranean, had responsibility for
the strategic disposition of naval forces in both the
western and eastern Mediterranean, but he did not have
executive command in the eastern Mediterranean. General
Eisenhower reported +to the CCS in Washington, while
General Sir Henry Maitland Wilson, ‘commander of the
British Middle East theater, reported to the British

chiefs of staff.>3l Coordination between the two
theaters was largely on a liaison basis and was simply
"unwieldy, 1improvised, and inadequate."52 Since the

great preponderance of Allied forces in the Mediterranean
was under the control of AFHQ, it didn't seem proper for
GHQ, MEF, to possess half of the command authority in the
region. Clearly, the combined operations in the
Mediterranean required a unified command. -

On 10 December 1943, the CCS acted to resolve the
issue of unity of command 1in the Mediterranean by
establishing the Mediterranean Theater of - Operations
(MTO). MTO represented an expansion of NATO to include
the Balkan countries, Hungary, all of Turkey, and the
eastern Mediterranean. General Eisenhower was designated
Commander in Chief, Mediterranean Theater. Below him,
ground, air, and naval forces in the theater were unified
under their respective service commanders in chief.
Control over air forces, however, would soon not include
strategic bomber forces based in MTO. On 1 January 1944,
these forces came under control -of a new headquarters
called U.S. Strategic Air Forces Europe (USSAFE) that was

located in the United KXingdom. The American theater
retained its designation of  NATOUSA, and General
Eisenhower retained this command. Chart 5 shows the

command system for the MTO as proposed by the CCS on
5 December 1943 and implemented on 10 December.

On the same day that MTO was established, General

Eisenhower was informed by CCS that he was to be appointed
Supreme Commander Allied Expeditionary Force and would be
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leaving the MTO. Two weeks later General Wilson,
Commander in Chief, MEF, was selected to be |his
replacement. General Eisenhower's departure set off a
chain of command changes that resulted in MTO becoming a
British theater reporting the CCS through the British

chiefs of staff. During the next few months, there were
also a number of refinements made to the larger unit
command structure in MTO. Fundamentally, however, the

command system depicted on chart 5 remained in effect in
MTG up to the end of the war.

One of the more important organizational changes that
occurred after the establishment of MTO 'and _General
Eisenhower's departure for the United Kingdom involved one
of his former commands, NATOUSA. There had 1long been
concern about the large number of personnel on the staffs
at HQ, NATOUSA and at AFHQ. An inspector general's report
in August 1943 had called the number excessive. General
Eisenhower's successor as Commanding General, NATOUSA,
Lieutenant General Jacob L. Devers, acted quickly to
consolidate staffs and economize personnel. In February
1944, directives were issued which distributed most of HQ,
NATOUSA's functions, on the policy and operations side to
AFHQ and on the territorial, supply, and administrative
side to SOS, NATOUSA. The office of deputy theater
commander was abolished and the Commanding General, SO0S,
NATOUSA, assumed command of the communications zone
(COMZ), North African theater. HQ, SOS, NATOUSA, thus
became HQ, COMZ, NATOUSA, but for the sake of convenience,
it maintained its title of SOS, NATOUSA.S3

Another important organizational adjustment that took
place in early 1944 was the change taking place in HQ,
15th Army Group. As the campaign in Italy progressed,
this command took on functions that were beyond those of
an army group and more " akin to those of a force
headquarters. The 15th Army Group continued to exercise
operational control over all Allied ground troops within
its geographical area. At the same time, it assumed a
number of administrative functions as AFHQ decentralized
its own administrative responsibilities. On 4 March 1944,
FLAMBO was absorbed into General Alexander's
headquarters. On the same day, General Alexander gained
some control over the supply agency for American Fifth
Army when the Commanding General Peninsular Base Section
(PBS) was made responsible to him for the ground defense
of the PBS area.’* 0On 9 March 1944, General Alexander's
headquarters was designated HQ, Allied Armies Italy (AAI).

Throughout the =~ war, the titles assigned to
headquarters and their commanders were important. Since
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titles could, and sometimes did, cause confusion in
establishing communication channels, and command authority
changes were not uncommon. It is interesting to note,
therefore, that on 9 March, not only did General
Alexander's headquarters receive a2 new title, but the
title of Allied Commander in Chief, MTO, was also changed
to Supreme Allied Commander, Mediterranean Theater.2>

Operational Anvil-Dragoon

In May 1944, the Allied armies broke the winter
stalemate in Italy and moved rapidly northward to capture
Rome on 4 June. Two days later, Operation Overlord was
launched in Normandy. Originally, Allied plans had
envisioned launching an amphibious assault code named
Anvil against southern France on the same day as the
Normandy invasion. The objective was to tie down German
troops that might be used to defend against the
cross~channel assault. German resistance in Italy had
“made it impossible to meet this schedule. Now, with Rome
captured, it was possible to consider using MTO forces to
‘attack southern France. Planning on the operation, now
renamed Dragoon, proceeded rapidly, and on 15 August, MTO
forces under the command of General Wilson, Supreme Allied
Commander, Mediterranean, came ashore east of Toulon.

The command structure for Operation Anvil-Dragoon is

shown on chart 6. It is of special interest because of
the large French contingent. Two French corps were used
in the operation, and after both were ashore,
Headquarters, French Army B, was established. This army

was still controlled, however, by U.S. Seventh Army, which
in this case acted as an army group headquarters.

General Wilson and General Eisenhower had agreed
beforehand that after the Anvil-Dragoon forces moved far
enough north, they would be integrated into Supreme
Headquarters, Allied Expeditionary Force (SHAEF). This
was to be accomplished by activating an army group
headquarters (6th Army Group) under SHAEF command. The
objective was to maintain U.S. control of the operation
and provide a mechanism for coordinating civil affairs.

MTO forces made a junction with Overlord forces on
4 September. On 15 September, 1in accordance with a CCS
order, 6th Army Group became operational under the command
of General Devers, former Commanding General, NATOUSA.
Sixth Army Group <controlled the First French Army
(formerly French Army B) and the U.S. Seventh Army.
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SHAEF did not take over the maintenance of Sixth Army
Group immediately, so as to take advantage of reserve
stocks of supplies still 1located in the Mediterranean.
The administration, logistical support, and maintenance of
Anvil-Dragoon forces 1in southern France continued to be
the responsibility of AFHQ. AFHQ was also in charge of
civil affairs in southern France. -

Operation Anvil-Dragoon was a great success. Within a
month after landing, Allied forces had advanced over four

hundred miles and were nearing the German border. This
success, however, was purchased at the price of stagnation
in the MTO and on the Italian front. Large numbers of
troops, equipment, and supplies were removed from Italy
and used in Operation Anvil-Dragoon. Thus weakened, the
Italian campaign, in the words of the official Army
history, ''sank to the 1level of a great holding

opetation.ﬁ58 This holding operation was carried out
during the remaining months of the war using fundamentally
the same larger unit organizational structure and command
system that has been described above.

Conclusion

Larger units at the echelons of theater army, group army,
and army were created in the Mediterranean area to conduct
military operations.  The structure of these commands and
their evolution during the course of World War II have
been described above. This conclusion briefly discusses
some of the most important organizational principles and
practices involved in the deployment of these large units.

AFHQ, the theater headquarters for operations in the
Mediterranean area, was a combined command headed by an

Allied commander in chief. He was the supreme commander
of the theater and exercised operational control over the
ground, air, and naval forces  through subordinate
commanders in chief for the wvarious services. The

administrative and supply sections of AFHQ consisted of
separate and parallel American and British groups that
were . coordinated by a British <chief administrative
officer. The CAO0 exercised ' control over British
services. American administration and supply were
accomplished through an American theater, NATOUSA.

At the heart of AFHQ was the principle of unity of
command . The efficient operation of AFHQ and the
subordinate headquarters was possible only because there
was a supreme commander who exercised final command
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authority in the theater. - General Eisenhower had worked
hard to obtain unity of command for AFHQ. His efforts
were rewarded by the effective functioning of his command.

The important contribution that personnel policies
made toward making AFHQ an effective combined headquarters
cannot be understated. The integrated operational staffs,
with their close balance of American and British
personnel, helped create a common sense of purpose. They
gave AFHQ a strength of organization that made it possible
to change, for example, the MTO from an American theater
to a British theater without difficulty. '

The use of separate and parallel British and American
staffs for administration and supply was decided upon
because these two systems could not be integrated
efficiently. The willingness not to force integration
where it was impractical showed that those who created
AFHQ were not doctrinaire.. They used the unique position
of the CAO to achieve the overall coordination and unity
of action that was needed.

Combat experience in the NATO and the MTO demonstrated
the importance of employing national forces together in
the largest possible units. During the first phase of the
North African campaign, troops from different nations were
sometimes assigned piecemeal to larger units from other
countries. This meant that troops were sometimes asked to
do things that were contrary to their own training and
tactical doctrine. The result was often lowered troop
morale and reduced combat effectiveness.

As a rule, the NATO and the MTO ground, naval, air,
and logistical headquarters sought to locate close to the

forces under their control. This led to better
communications between these headquarters and their
subordinate units. However, the wide dispersion of

headquarters often hampered communication and coordination
between the force headquarters and between the force
headquarters and the theater headquarters. Liaison
officers were assigned to improve communications between
headquarters, but this method of achieving coordination
tended to be unwieldy.

Planning was a given a high priority in the NATO and
the MTO and was generally very good. The planning for
operation Husky was a model of how to plan for a future
operation while still conducting a major campaign. Unity
of command was most effectively exercised at the planning
stage. Once operations were underway, it was not easy to
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implement previously unplanned joint or combined
operations. This was shown by the Allied failure to halt
the successful Axis evacuation of Sicily in August 1945.

The principle of unity of command when translated into

practice tended to concentrate authority. TFor example,
MTO was established by expanding NATO and bringing more
forces. under its control. However, there were also

factors at work which encouraged the dispersion of
authority. One was the limit of time and energy possessed
by one person, General Eisenhower. Eisenhower created the
position of deputy theater commander in the American
theater in order to free himself from as many
administrative burdens as possible. Another problem was
the inefficiency caused by the great distances between
decision makers and the geographical areas of their
responsibilities. AFHQ's decision to decentralize a
number of tasks to AAI in 1944 was due in part to the
distance between Algiers and central Italy. o

The final point to be made about the 1large unit
structures examined in this chapter is that these
structures were ultimately successful. .  While they were
created quickly in response to unprecedented military
challenges and may not have represented the ideal
solutions for organizing the Allied military forces, these
structures did accomplish the mission assigned to
them--the defeat of Axis forces in North Africa and the
Mediterranean area. ’

2-30




~ O W

(00}

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

16.
17.

NOTES

Roland G. Ruppenthal, Logistical Support of the
Armies, U.S Army in World War TII, 2 vols. 1953-59.
Reprint. (Washington, DC: Office of the Chief of
Military History, Department of the Army, 1953), 1:14.

In February 1942 the Army-Navy Joint Board became the
Joint Chiefs of Staff

. Ruppenthal, Logistical Support of the Armies, 1:21.

Ibid., 23.
Ibid., 36.
Ibid, 39.

Dwight D. Eisenhower, Crusade in Europe (New York:
Da Capo Press, 1983), 49. : :

Ibid.

Stephen E. Ambrose, Eisenhower, 2 vols. (New York:

"Simon and Schuster, 1983), 1:15Z.

Eisenhower, Crusade in Europe, 50.

Ruppenthal, Logistical Support of the Armies, 1:39.

Eisenhower, Cruséde in Europe, 51.

Ruppenthal, Logistical Support‘of the Armies, 1:44.

Eisenhower, Crusade in Europe, 71.

George F. Howe, Northwest Africa: Seizing the
Initiative in the West U.S. Army in World War 1II
(L057; reprint, Washington, DC: Office of the Chief
of Military History, Department of the Army, 1953), 33.

Ambrose, Eisenhower, 1:186.

Allied Force Headquarters, Historical Section, . and
U.S. Army, North African/Mediterranean Theater -of
Operations, Historical Section, History of Allied
Force Headquarters, 9 vols. ' (N.P.: Allied Force
Headquarters, [1945]), pt 1, 13 <(hereafter cited as
History, AFHQ).

2-31




18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24,
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.

30.
31.
32.
33.

34.

35.

36.

37.
38.
39.
40.
41.

History, AFHQ, pt. 1, 9.

Ibid.

Ibid., 10.

Ibid.

Ibid, 13.

Ibid, 32.

Ibid.

Howe, Northwest Africa, 37.

History, AFHQ, pt. 1, 6.

Ruppenthal, Logistical Support of the Armies, 1:90.
Ibid, 99.

U.S. Army, North African/Mediterranean Theater . of
Operations, Assistant Chiefs of Staff, G-4, and
Special Staff Sections, ~ Logistical History: of
NATOUSA/MTOUSA, 11 August 1942 to 30 November 1945
‘(Naples, Italy: G. Montanino, 1945), 21.

ibid, 22.

Ruppenthal, Logistical Support of the Armies, 1:112.

Howe, Northwest Africa, 495.

History, AFHQ, pt 2, sect. 1, 193

Ibid., 194.
Ibid, 202.

Mark W. Clark, Calculated Risk (New York: Harper and
Brothers, 1950), 145. ,

History, AFHQ, pt 2, sect. 1, 109.

Howe, Northwest Africa, 354.

History, AFHQ, pt 2, sect. 1, ll3f15;
Ibid., 132.
Ibid., 133.

2-32




42.
43.

44,
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.

57.
58.

Ibid., 140.

Albert N. Garland and Howard McGaw Smyth, Sicily and
the Surrender of Italy U.S. Army in World War 11
(I965; reprint, Washington, DC: Office of the Chief
of Military History, Unites States Army, 1970), 106.

Ibid., 107.

Ibid., 421.
Ibid., 89.
1bid., 421.
History, AFHQ, pt 2, sect. 1, 142.

Ibid., 205.
Ibid., 206.

History, AFHQ, pt 3, sect. 1, 621.

Ibid., p. 620.

Ibid., p. 712.

ibid., p. 718.

Ibid, p 639.

Forrest C. Pogue, The Supreme Command U.S. Army in
World War II (1954; reprint, Washington, DC: Office

of the Chief of Military History, Department of the
Army, 1978), 265.

Ibid, 266.

Ernest F. Fisher, Cassing to the Alps U.S. Army in
World War II (Washington, DC: Center of Military
History, United States Army, 1977), 235.

2-33




~ BIBLIOGRAPHY

Allied Force Headquarters. Historical Section. 2nd U./S.

Army. North African/Mediterranean Theater of
Operations. Historical Section. History of Allied
Force Headquarters. 9 vols. N.p.: . Allied Force
Headquarters, [194D0].

Ambrose, Stephen E. Eisenhower. 2 vols. New York:
Simon and Schuster, 1Y83.

Blumenson, Martin. Salerno to Casino. U.S. Army in World
War II. Washington, D.C.: Office of the Chief of

Military History, United States Army, 1969.

Clark, Mark W. Calculated Risk. New York: Harper and
Brothers, 1950.

Eisenhower, Dwight D. Crusade in Europe. New York: Da
Capo Press, 1983.

Fisher, Ernest F., Cassino to the Alps. U.S. Army in
World War 1II. Washington, DC: Center of Military
History, United States Army, 1977.

Garland, Albert N., and Howard McGaw Smyth. Sicily and
the Surrender of Italy. U.S. Army in World War II.
1965. Reprint. Washington, DC: Office of the Chief
of Military History, United States Army, 1970.

Howe, George F. Northwest Africa: Seizing the Initiative
in the West. U.S. Army in World War II. 1957.
Reprint. Washington, DC: Office of the Chief of
Military History, Department of the Army, 1970.

Pogue, Forrest C. The Supreme Command. U.S. Army in
World War II. 1954, Reprint. Washington, DC:
Office of the Chief of Military History, Department of
the Army, 1978.

Ruppenthal, Roland G. Logistical Support of the Armies.
U.S. Army in World War 1II. Z vols. 1953-59.
Reprint. Washington, DC: Office of the Chief of
Military History, Department of the Army, 1969-70.

U.sS. Army. North African/Mediterranean Theater of
Operations. Assistant Chiefs of Staff, G-4, and
Special Stazff Sections. Logistical History of

NATOUSA-MTOUSA, 11 August 1942 to 30 November 1945.
Naples Italy: G. Montanino, 1945.

2-35




Wendt, William R., et  al. Organization and Command
Relationships During World  War TIT. Norfolk, VA:
Armed Forces Staff College, 1951.




CHAPTER 3

EUROPEAN THEATER OF OPERATIONS UNITED STATES ARMY,
WORLD WAR II: ECHELONS ABOVE CORPS¥*

Introduction

On 6 June 1944, an Allied Expeditionary Force of five
divisions, organized into four corps, two field armies,
and one army group landed on the German-occupied coast of
Normandy. Eleven months later on 7 May 1945, when that

force completed its mission, it included eighty-seven
divisions organized into twenty-three corps, nine field
armies, and three army groups. From the invasion ¢to
victory in Europe, the organization of the Allied

Expeditionary Force changed and developed to accommodate
the increasing number of units and to confront operational

demands. Personalities also played a significant part in
changing organizational structure at echelons above
cOTpSsS. The creation, functions, and relationships of

field armies, army groups, and the supreme headquarters in
the World War II European Theater of Operations revolved
around the search for organizational structures capable of
controlling Allied forces and defeating the enemy in
Western Europe.

The requirement for proper organization of an army was

evident long before World War II: '"From a strategic point
of view one should never ask what the strength of a
division or corps ought to be. The proper question is how

many divisions or corps an army should have."l The
question posed here by Karl von Clausewitz faces all large

armies. Finding the optimum command structure and
organization for a particular mission requires a careful
effort. The development of a command structure for the

decisive battle against Germany on the European Continent
in World War II began for the United States Army three
years prior to the Normandy invasion.

A study of the organization of echelons above the
corps in the European Theater of Operations United States
Army in World War I1 can be divided into four periods.
The first begins with the establishment of a prewar

*By Dr. Robert H. Berlin




observer group in Great Britain and ends with the founding
of the European Theater of Operations United States Army
(ETOUSA) in June 1942. The second period commences with
the founding of ETOUSA and ends with the foundation of
Supreme Headquarters Allied Expeditionary Force (SHAEF) in
January 1944. The third period covers from the founding
of SHAEF to 1 September 1944, when SHAEF assumed ground
command on the Continent of Europe. Finally, the fourth
period goes from 1 September 1944 to the end of the war in
Europe in May 1945. . For purposes of this study, the third
and fourth periods are most important because they include
the activation of new field armies and army groups.
However, an understanding of command relationships in the
theater prior to the invasion is vital to an appreciation
of later developments. '

Organization: May 1941-June 1942

After the beginning of the conflict in Europe in
September 1939, the United States sent an increasing -
number of military observers to the embassies abroad. One
of these observers was Major General James E. Chaney, an
Air Corps officer who arrived in England in October 1940
to study the aerial battles then in progress. In May
1941, as a result of the American-British Staff
Conversations held in Washington, Chaney was selected to
head the U.S. military mission in Britain, known as
Special Observer Group or SPOBS. The functions of SPOBS
were more than observation. Chaney was ordered ¢to
coordinate the reception of American forces sent to Great
Britain and to establish channels of coogfration between
the armed forces of the two countries. SPOBS was a
small group with many tasks, including preparing for U.S.
forces to occupy Ireland and establishing a base in
Northern Ireland.

Following the Pearl Harbor attack and the declaration
of war between the United States and Germany, the War
Department took the first step to establish a U.S. Army

headquarters in Great Britain in January 1942, by
activating the United States Army Forces in the British
Isles (USAFBI) with Chaney as commander. USAFBI

initially commanded all American forces in the British
Isles and eventually became the European Theater of
Operations. In January 1942, Headquarters, V Corps, was
sent to Northern Ireland. Also, the first ground force
command was established in Great Britain, United States
Army Northern Ireland Force (USANIF). The V Corps served
under USANIF. USANIF, including V Corps, was_initially
both a tactical and administrative headquarters.3
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The organization of both USAFBI and USANIF was a
prelude to increased commitment of American forces to
Europe. Before that commitment could expand, combined
command arrangements had to be made. American and British
military leaders organized an overall command agency, the
Combined Chiefs of Staff. The Combined Chiefs ordered a
study of options for offensive action on the European
Continent. Out of this study and at the urging of the
U.S. Army Chief of Staff, General George C. Marshall, came
the first definite plans for a large-scale, cross-channel
invasion. The code name Bolero was given to the invasion
buildup preparation, and an assault in Northwest Europe
for 1943 was code-named Roundup.?

The United States was committed to a strategic policy
of making 1its major military effort in the European

theater and defeating Germany first. The creation of the
Bolero plan involved a great buildup of American forces in
Britain and an eventual invasion of the Continent. These

plans clearly indicated the need for an agency to
administer logistic preparations and for the creation of a
full-scale theater of war which would adhere to the

concept of unity of command. In May 1942, the Services of
Supply (S0S) was established under the command of Major
General John C. H. Lee. SOS was authorized to coordinate
all logistic arrangements, supply, and administrative

services for the soon to be created theater of war.
Following the new 1942 War Department organization of
three coordinate commands--one each for air, ground, and
services--SOS would free the theater headquarters to be
organized along the general pattern of a command post with
a minimum of supply and administrative services.

By the close of May 1942, the United States Army
agreed to send ground forces to Britain for the purpose of
invading the Continent. An agency to supply these forces
was established. However, the need for the creation of a
theater of war to replace USAFBI became evident. USAFBI
was not created to handle large numbers of troops and
lacked a specific mission statement. The inadequacies of
USAFBI were clear to both its commander, Major General
Chaney, and to a visitor to London from Washington, the
chief of the War Department's Operations Division, Major
General Dwight D. Eisenhower.

Major General Eisenhower and General Marshall had both
returned from inspection trips to England dissatisfied
with the organization, approach, and 1leadership of
USAFBI. On 8 June 1942, Eisenhower asked Marshall to read
a draft directive for the commander of the European
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Theater of Operations United States Army (ETOUSA), a name
originated by Eisenhower. Eisenhower, in his draft
directive, urged that absolute unity of command should be
exercised by the theater commander. When Eisenhower gave

the document to Marshall, he asked the chief of staff to
study it carefully because it could be an important
document. Marshall responded that he did, indeed, want to
reag it, for Eisenhower might be the man who executed
it.

On 8 June 1942, the War Department established the
European Theater of Operations United States Army
(ETQUSA) . ETOUSA followed from USAFBI whose commander,
Major General Chaney, became the first commander of
ETOUSA. The directive creating ETOUSA was based in part
on the one given General Pershing in World War I. The
directive emphasized unity of command and charged the
ETQUSA commander with the responsibilities of theater
command over all U.S. forces assigned to the theater. The
mission of the Commanding General ETOUSA was 'To prepare
for and carry on military operations in the European
Theater against the Axis powers and their Allies, under
strategical directives of the combined U.S.-British Chiefs
of Staff."8 on 17 June, Eisenhower was assigned as
Commanding General ETOUSA, the Dboundaries of which
included most of Western Europe. v

A little more than a year after the Special Observers
Group began work in London, the United States Army had
organized a full-scale operational theater of war and
began to develop a buildup for an invasion of the
Continent. It was a lasting organizational achievement,
but the critical substances of war--operational plans and
the tactical forces to carry them out--were still lacking.

Planning: June 1942-January 1944

The preparation and conduct of Allied operations in
North Africa and the Mediterranean during 1942 and 1943
shifted the development of U.S. armies away from Britainm.
The invasion of North Africa, Torch, diverted Allied
resources from the Bolero buildup. Delay continued as
campaigns developed in Sicily and Italy. 1In August 1942,
Lieutenant General Eisenhower was designated Commander in
Chief of the Allied Expeditionary Forces for Torch. While
conducting operations in North Africa, Eisenhower remained
in command of ETOUSA, exercising command through a deputy
until February 1943, when the North African Theater of
Operations United States Army (NTOUSA) was established.
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At this time Eisenhower became commander of NTOUSA and
other officers assumed command of ETOUSA.Y9 Eisenhower
did not resume command of ETOUSA until 16 January 1944.

Despite the postponement of a cross-channel invasion,
preparations for operations on the Continent continued.
Decisions reached at the Casablanca Conference, a meetin
of the U.S. and British government heads and the Combine
Chiefs of Staff in January 1943, emphasized a commitment
to operations on the Continent. The conferees decided to
resume the Bolero buildup, to have a united command with a
Supreme Allied Commander, and to create a Chief of Staff
to the Supreme Allied Commander (COSSAC) to conduct
preliminary planning for the cross-channel invasion. A
British officer, Lieutenant General Frederick E. Morgan,
was chosen to head the COSSAC staff. The appointment of a
Supreme Commander was postponed until closer to the
invasion date.lO

The COSSAC staff developed the invasion plan,

code-named Overlord. COSSAC's initial Overlord plan
called for a three-division assault led by a British army
commander. When an American army was established in

France, Allied field command would shift to a British army
grouf, which would continue to have operational control
until either the capture of the Brittany peninsula or the
establishment of a U.S. army group in France. The COSSAC
planners envisioned having a British supreme commander and
a larger initial British participation in the operation.
Thus, they recommended a British chain of command.ll

The buildup of U.S. forces in Britain during 1943 altered
the plan, but the emergence of conflicting demands over
the nationality of commanders remained a controversial
subject.

By August 1943, the need for the United States to
develop command and organizational arrangements for the
cross-channel invasion was apparent. ETOUSA had three
major subordinate commands: Eighth Air Force, Services of
Supply, and V Corps. As the highest ground force
headquarters 1in the theater, V Corps was 1incapable of
commanding and controlling the 1large forces which were
organizing for the invasion, nor could it develop actual
tactical battle plans for the invasion.

In September 1943, General Marshall wrote a letter
describing his concept of what the eventual organization
of the European Theater should be like. Marshall raised
two major subjects: first, ''that all U.S. Army forces in
the theater should be administered by one supreme U.S.

3-5




Headquarters under one commander,'" and second, "that field
force commanders should be relieved of as  many
administrative responsibilities as possible." Marshall
declared that Army group commanders and the Supreme Allied
Commander were field force commanders.l3 This . letter
firmly established that there would be an overall U.S.
headquarters for operations on the Continent.

Another impetus to the creation of U.S. ground force
commands came in July 1943 when the British established a
skeleton organization for their total Overlord ground
force command. The British activated Second British Army,
First Canadian Army, and the 2lst Army Group. Lieutenant
General Morgan of COSSAC urged the Americans to create
reciprocal headquarters to carry on detailed invasion
Planning and eventually command U.S. forces in the
_ invasion.

After some delay, the War Department moved to create a
headquarters for a field army and army group. Lieutenant
General Omar N. Bradley was selected to organize and lead
these organizations. Bradley led II Corps to victory in
North Africa and Sicily, and he was pleased with his new
assignment.l3 After attending conferences in
Washington, Bradley arrived in Britain in early October
1943 to begin his new tasks.

First U.S. Army Group (FUSAG) was activated on
16 October 1943. First U.S. Army Group's initial mission
was operational planning under the direction of ETOUSA.
First U.S. Army (FUSA) was also activated in October
1943. FUSA took over operational control of all U.S.
ground forces in Britain from V Corps. All ground forces
were assigned to First Army instead of V Corps for
administration and training. Bradley commande both
units. The 1lst Army Group's main concern was planning,
mainly with the British 21st Army Group. First Army
became the overall U.S. field force headquarters in Great
Britain and soon controlled four corps.l6 First U.S.
Army became the nucleus of the U.S. invasion force for
operation Overlord (chart 1).

By the close of October 1943, both the U.S. and
Britain had established an army group and field armies to

plan for, train for, and conduct the actual invasion
operation. The question of coalition command arrangements
still remained wunanswered. Two decisions facilitated

invasion preparations but did not completely resolve the
issue of ground force command.
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Name Abbreviation Date Formed

Special Observers Group SPCBS May 1941
U.S. Army Forces in the British Isles USAFBI January 1942
U.S5. Army Northern Ireland Force USANIF January 1942
European Theater of Operations U.S. Army ETOUSA June 1942

Chief of Staff to the Supreme Allied

Commander (designate) COSSAC April 1943
First U.S. Army Group FUSAG October 1943
First U.S. Army FUSA October 1943

Chart 1. Predecessor Organizations to SHAEF
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First, in November 1943, Lieutenant General Morgan,
head of COSSAC, after conversations with General Marshall,
announced the organization of ground forces for the
assault. Acting for the Supreme Allied Commander (still
unnamed), Morgan directed the 2lst Army Group Commander,
then British General Bernard Paget, along with the naval
and air force commanders to plan the actual assault. The
21st Army Group Commander was also ordered to be
responsible for execution of the operation, 'until such
time as the Supreme Allied Commander allocates an area of
responsibility to the Commanding General, First Army
Group.'" The 21st Army Group would have overall ground
command in the invasion. The Commander of 21st Army Group
was ''made de facto commander of the ground forces in the
assault but was never given the title of ground
commander. "1 ’ :

American  historians of the preinvasion command
arrangements agree that the 2lst Army Group commander was
to be the overall ground commander only in the initial
phase of the operation. His tenure was definitely limited
to the early stages of Overlord.l8 Unfortunately, a
specific time was not chosen for the transfer of ground
command from Commander, 2lst Army Group to the Supreme
Allied Commander.

In December 1943, Prime Minister Winston Churchill and
the Chief, Imperial General Staff, selected General Sir
Bernard L. Montgomery to command 2lst Army Group,
replacing General Paget. Montgomery was selected because
of his considerable combat experience as head of the
British Eighth Army in Africa, Sicilf and Italy and
because Churchill highly regarded him. g Montgomery was
a vain and egotistical man. His efforts to be named
permanent Allied ground commander were to cause
considerable tension among other Allied commanders.

A second important decision shaping Allied command was
the selection of a Supreme Commander. The question of
whether the Supreme Commander would be British or American -
was resolved at the Allied heads of state conference at
Cairo late in 1943, when Marshal Joseph Stalin asked who
would lead the cross-channel attack. Although General
Marshall's name was frequently suggested for the position,
President Franklin Roosevelt stated that he could not
sleep at night with the Chief of Staff out of the
country. On 7 December 1943, General Eisenhower was
notified of his selection as Supreme Commander by
President Roosevelt. Eisenhower assumed command of Allied
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forces in mid-January 1944. His headquarters in England
was designated Supreme Headquarters, Allied Expeditionary
Force (SHAEF)20 (chart 2).

SHAEF took over the duties and staff of COSSAC, and
Eisenhower also assumed command of ETOUSA for the second
time. Thus, the U.S. Theater Commander was also the
Supreme Allied Commander. A reorganization took place
whereby SOS and ETOUSA were consolidated and the
Commanding  General, S0S, was named Deputy Theater
Commander. By this reorganization, SHAEF exercised
control over all ground tactical planning and operations,
supplanting ETOUSA, which functioned mainly 1in the
administrative and logistic areas.2l By early 1944, the
organizational structure to carry out Overlord was nearly
complete. Field army and army group headquarters were
activated. Supreme Headquarters was operating and a
Supreme Commander oversaw operational planning.

Preparation and Invasion: January 1944-September 1944

The third period in this study begins with the
creation of SHAEF in January 1944 and concludes with the
assumption of ground command by the SHAEF Commander on 1
September 1944. During this period Allied forces landed
in Normandy and liberated most of France. They conducted
operations according to the mission directive issued by
the Combined Chiefs of Staff in February 1944. General
Eisenhower was directed as follows:

1. You are hereby directed as Supreme Allied
Commander of the forces placed under your orders
for operations for the liberation of Europe from
the Germans. Your title will be  Supreme
Commander Allied Expeditionary Force.

2. Task. You will enter the continent of
Europe, and, in conjunction with the other United
Nations, undertake operations aimed at the heart
of Germany and the destruction of her armed
forces. The date for entering the Continent is
the month of May 1944. After adequate channel
ports have been secured, exploitation will be
directed to securing an area that will facilitate
both ffound and air operations against the
enemy.

This directive left the Supreme Commander considerable
freedom to exercise command of operations against Germany.
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Serving under his command was the greatest Allied military

force in  history. The three elements of General
Eisenhower's command were: the Allied Naval Expeditionary
Force, whose mission was to take the invasion forces to
France; the Allied Expeditionary Air Force, which

controlled the British and American tactical air forces;
and the invasion ground force wunits of the British and
American armies.

In January 1944, the American ground force
organization included only the 1lst Army Group and the
First Army. To complete the headquarters required for the
invasion and to administer the new divisions arriving in
England another U.sS. field army  headquarters was
established. Third U.S. Army Headquarters under command
of Lieutenant General George S. Patton was created in late
January. Army troops for the headquarters and the bulk of
staff officers came from Third Army Headquarters in Texas
where it had served as a training army. Lieutenant
General Patton also brought a nucleus of staff officers
from his Seventh Army in North Africa. Third Army served
under the 1st Army Group. Lieutenant General Patton's
presence in England was used to deceive the Germans into
the belief there would be a second landing. Using false
communications the Allies sought to convince the Germans
Patton actually led another U.S. army group in Britain.
With the establishment of Third U.S. Army, the combat
command organization for Overlord was finalized.23

Several months prior to the invasion, General
Montgomery was selected to command Allied ﬁtound forces.
On 1 June 1944, Eisenhower declared that until several
armies were deployed on a secure beachhead and until
developing operations indicated the desirability of a
command reorganization, all ground forces on the Continent
[would be] under the Commander-in-Chief, 21st Army
Group."24 'While the area of operations in Normandy was
restricted and it was necessary to keep Supreme
Headquarters in Britain, Eisenhower believed he must place
control of the 1land battle with Montgomery. However,
Eisenhower retained responsibility for approving major
operational plans (chart 3).

The command of ground forces for Overlord was from the
Supreme Commander to the 2lst Army Group Commander to the
First U.S Army Commander and to the Second British Army
Commander to corps and divisions. While both military and
political considerations required the participation of
both American and British troops in Overlord, the
different administrative and logistical organizations of
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the U.S and British armies meant that armies of one
nationality would not  pass through the beachhead
established and controlled by the other. Thus, the two
invasion armies wused five separate beaches for their
successful simultaneous landings on 6 June 194425
(chart 4).

The initial operational command arrangement was
clearly delineated and successful. Logistic arrangements
also adapted to the 1invasion. SOS was redesignated
Communications Zone (COMZ). The change signified a shift
from operating an extension of the zone of interior in
Britain to providin% logistical support for combat
operations in France.?2

As Allied forces moved from Britain to France, the
command structure expanded. On 14 July 1944, the First
U.S Army Group became the 12th Army Group. The 12th Army
Group's mission was the same as that of the First U.S.
Army Group--to prepare and conduct operations in

accordance with directives from SHAEF. First U.S. Army
Group continued to exist for purposes of deception to act
as a phantom army group, fooling the Germans into
believing there would be a second invasion. First U.S.

Army Group was maintained on paper until 18 October 1944,
when it was.officially disbanded.

By mid-July the number of U.S. divisions in combat
favored the formation of two armies, but the congested
state of supply and the limited area for maneuver caused
one army headquarters to remain in control. The plan for
operation Cobra, the breakout of 1late July, 1influenced
organizational arrangements because the operation should

have been controlled by a single army commander. Planners
expected divisions and corps to become mixed up, and one
army commander could best rearrange them. However, when

U.S. forces reached the base of the Cotentin Peninsula,
two army headquarters were required to control divergent
lines of advance. Accordingly, 1 August was selected as
the best t ime to change to an army group
organization.28 0On that date, the U.S. 12th Army Group
became operational in France commanded by Lieutenant
General Bradley. Because the advance element of SHAEF was
not ready to move to the Continent, 12th Army Group
remained wunder the temporary overall command of the
British 21st Army Group.2

An important date in the history of the command and

organization of echelons above corps of the U.S. Army is
1 August 1944, On that date, the U.S. Army proved its
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ability to adjust and enlarge its command arrangements.
With 12th Army Group being operational, Bradley was
replaced at First Army by his assistant in command,
Lieutenant General Courtney Hodges (chart 5).

Also on 1 August, Third U.S. Army under Lieutenant
General Patton became operational. Patton was ordered to
form the six divisions on First Army's right into two
corps while they were on the move. This was accomplished,
and Patton controlled these two corps and two new corps
formed of divisions brought from Britain.3

It is important to stress the vital role played by a
U.S field army as both a combat and an administrative
agency in World War II. The corps  was a combat
organization only, while for purposes of administration
and supply, the army was supposed to bypass the corps.
The organization of armies and corps was flexible and
proved adaptable to <changing circumstances in the
campaigns in Europe during World War I1.31

Before World War 11, the American Army had 1little
experience with army group command. During the final four
weeks of World War I, in 1918, General John J. Pershing
commanded an _army group controlling the First and Second
U.S. armies.32 According to pre-World War II U.S. Army
doctrine, the army group commander ''assigns tasks to his
armies, leaying the details of execution to the army
commander . "33 Lieutenant General Bradley believed that
he was free, in terms of tactics, to command 12th Army
Group as he wished. Bradley gave broad missions to his
field army commanders and closely controlled the execution
of the mission.

To effectively command 12th Army Group, Bradley

divided his headquarters into three sections. The 12th
Army Group's code name was Eagle, so the three sections
were named Eagle Tac, Eagle Main, and Eagle Rear. Eagle

Tac was a highly mobile forward command headquarters
outfitted in vans. Eagle Tac began with 200 officers and
men and within three months grew to 400.35 Eagle Tac
was established because Bradley '"intended to keep up a
fast pace and stay close to  the front whenever the
tactical situation permitted."36 Eagle Main and Eagle
Rear were large staff and support headquarters which
operated from buildings in the rear area. Eagle Tac
closely followed 1its armies, making ten moves orward,
while Main and Rear made four moves.37 At its peak 12th
Army Group numbered 1.3 million men and was the largest
force ever commanded by an American field commander.
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The activation of 12th Army Group produced a curious
command situation. While Bradley controlled the U.S. zone
in France, including the COMZ, overall control of
operations of the ground forces rested with General
Montgomery, the commander of the British 2lst Army Group.
This situation brought a «critical response from the
American press and prompted General Marshall to urge
General Eisenhower to promptly establish SHAEF
Headquarters on the Continent and assume the ground
command. While startled by this criticism, Eisenhower
agreed SHAEF should move to the Continent as soon as the
establishment of communication links would permit; this
was planned for 1 September. On that date SHAEF became
operational on the Continent and the Supreme Commander
assumed direct operational command of both army groups.38

The Advance to Victory: September 1944-May 1945

When SHAEF became operational, its forces consisted of
two army groups, 2lst and 12th, and four armies, First
U.S., Third U.S., First Canadian, and Second British.
Another army group and three armies soon were added to the
SHAEF force structure. One of the additional armies was
the Ninth, commanded by Lieutenant General William H.
Simpson. It became operational on 5 September 1944 and
was assigned to the 12th Army Group. The Ninth U.S. Army
took over control of the forces in the Brittany peninsula
which had been part of Third Army, even though General
Patton and most of his forces were on the opposite side of
France. The other two armies and the army group which
joined SHAEF came from the Southern France invasion

force39 (chart 6).

On 15 August 1944, the Seventh U.S. Army invaded

Southern France. Initially, Seventh Army, commanded by
Lieutenant General Alexander M. Patch, controlled both
U.S. and French invasion forces. Overall operational

control of Seventh Army was with the Strategic Allied
Command in the Mediterranean, and logistic support came
from North African Theater of Operations U.S. Army
(NATOUSA). As these forces advanced inland, they were to
be transferred to Eisenhower's command. To facilitate
this transfer and to eventually command the Seventh Army
and a French Army, the 6th U.S. Army Group was activated
on 1 August in Corsica under the command of Lieutenant

General J. L. Devers. The invasion of Southern France was
a success, and the forces made rapid progress. On 11
September, elements of French Army B met the

French 2d Armored Division of the Third U.S. Army.40 On
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15 September, Headquarters, 6th Army Group, assumed
control of the Seventh U.S. Army and the First French
Army, which was organized from French elements with the
Seventh Army. Also on 15 September, command of the 6th
Army Group Eassed to the Supreme Allied Commander, General
Eisenhower .41

Logistic Arrangements

As the armies advanced across France and into Germany,
the COMZ expanded behind them, controlling supply and
administration. The COMZ was both a geographic area to
the rear of army areas of responsi%ility and an
organization subordinate to ETOUSA responsible for
logistic support of American armies on the Continent.
Throughout the campaigns in Europe during World War II,
there was confusion and overlap between theater and COMZ
organization.

The American section of SHAEF attempted to act as a
theater staff, since Eisenhower was both theater commander
and Allied commander. Field commanders faced poorly
defined lines of authority on logistic issues because of
the confusion between theater and communications zone
staffs. Communications zones developed a massive
infrastructure with immense support demands of its own.
When COMZ moved its headquarters to Paris in September
1944, wvaluable truck and plane transports were diverted
from supplying the field armies at a time when supplies
were short. This restricted offensive actions. A
Southern Line of Communications developed after the
invasion of southern France and the organization of 6th
Army Groups. It operated until February 1945 as a
separate but subordinate headquarters of COMZ. 43

COMZ developed its organizationm as the armies advanced
to Germany. COMZ established a territorial organization
which ultimately included three base sections, two
intermediate sections, and two advance sections. Advance
sections were the first to be established on the
Continent. They served as advance subcommands of COMZ in
close support of the field armies. They provided an
immediate supply source. Intermediate sections were
established between advance and base sections to handle
communications, transportation, and supplies. Base
sections were established at Brittany, Normandy, and the
Channel coast, where ports were located.%44 When COMZ
sections were firmly established, they enabled the
logisticians to fully support the drive into Germany.




Ground and Air Operations

A brief examination of air force support for ground
operations in ETOUSA should evaluate command and control
of tactical and strategic air elements and the use of air
assets in tactical roles. The 1943 doctrine defined the
principal tasks of air forces supporting ground
operations. In order of priority these were (1) to
establish and maintain control of the air in the critical
area for the purpose of eliminating the enemy's capacity
to interfere from the air; (2) to isolate the battlefield
by interdicting enemy movements of troops and supplies;
and (3) to render immediate support to the ground forces
on the battlefront. To carry out these missions, air
forces were doctrinally coequal to land forces, neither.
force being an auxiliary of the other .45

To implement this doctrine in  support of the SHAEF
mission, new commands were established and command and
control questions resolved. At British request, U.S. and
British tactical air forces came under a single Allied
command. With the authority of the Combined Chiefs of

Qe £ F MANCCAN 3 e Nomvr e o ae 1TQ/4k 2 A3 m A DAR < e s
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Marshall Leigh Mallory to establish the Allied
Expeditionary Air Force (AEAF). AEAF served ‘under the
Supreme Allied Commander and gave him operational control
over the British and American tactical air forces
committed to the invasion. The Ninth U.S. Tactical Air
Force came under the operational command of AEAF.
However, due to the personality of the AEAF Commander -and
the resistance of the U.S. Air Force to accept his
direction, the need arose for reorganization. Allied
Expeditionary Air Force was dissolved on 15 October 1944,
and its functions were assumed by SHAEF. AEAF was
unsuccessful as a combined command, but the tactical air
forces did develop effective means of cooperation with
ground forces.

In 1944 the largest single advantage the Allies had
over the Germans was command of the air. General
Eisenhower as Supreme Commander sought to wutilize air
power to assure the success of the invasion, and - he
demanded that the strategic air forces be placed under
this command. The British, particularly RAF Bomber
Command, sought to remain independent to carry out their
bombing offensive. Eventually, Eisenhower gained
direction of all strategic air operations.% He
utilized control of strategic air power to isolate the
invasion area, destroy the German Air Force, and aid the
ground forces to breakout. After the Allied forces were
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established on the Continent, the Combined Chiefs of Staff
in September 1944 removed the strategic air forces from
direct command by SHAEF.48

The tactical air forces remained under SHAEF command,
and they developed means of cooperation with Army groups

and U.S. field armies. To support the American ground
forces, Ninth Air Force became the most powerful single
tactical air force engaged in operations during

World War II. The IX Tactical Command (TAC), led by Major
General Elwood R. (Pete) Quesada, and the XIX Tactical
Command, led by Brigadier General Otto P. Weyland,
cooperated closely with ground forces from Normandy to
Germany. Ninth Air Force maintained advanced headquarters
alongside those of 12th Army Group. Each American field
army had a tactical air command in direct support, and
flexibility was maintained to support develoBing
operations by transferring units between air commands.%

The IX, XI, XIX, and XXIX Tactical Air commands
supported, respectively, the First, Seventh, Third, and
Ninth armies. Requests for air support went from an air
support officer at division headquarters to the G3 Air
Section at army headquarters for transmission to the
tactical air command. The forward air headquarters,
usually 1located at army headquarters, decided on the
feasibility of a mission and assigned aircraft to conduct
it.90  If weather cooperated, the American armies could
depend on powerful close air support facilitated by close
air-ground cooperation.

Additional Armies and Command Changes

An important addition to the SHAEF forces came from
the establishment of the First Allied Airborne Army in
August 1944, The First Allied Airborne Army was formed as
a major command operationally subordinate to SHAEF and not
under an Army group. The Airborne Army was established to
coordinate the air and ground forces required for airborne

operations. To assist in the conduct of airborne
operations and to simplify command difficulties, the
Airborne Army was an integrated U.S.-British

headquarters. The U.S. components of the First Allied
Airborne Army were administered by Headquarters, European
Theater of Operations, and the British components by the
21st Army Group. Upon commitment of its airborne troops,
the First Allied Airborne Army was habitually relieved of
command of the troops, and they became components of the
army in whose zone they were dropped. This command was
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composed of the XVIII U.S. Airborme Corps with the 824,
101st, 17th, and 13th U.S. Airborme divisions, the British
Airborne Command with the 1lst and 6th British Airborne
divisions, the IX U.S. Troop Carrier Command, and two
Royal Air Force groups?®l (chart 7). '

For administrative purposes, in September 1944, the
21st, 12th, and 6th Army groups were designated as the
Northern, Central, and Southern groups of armies
respectively. This had no effect on the operations of
their headquarters or the numerical designations, and no
new headquarters were established under these titles. The
21st Army Group consisted of the First Canadian and Second
British armies. The 12th Army Group consisted of the
First, Third, Ninth, and the new Fifteenth U.S. armies,
and the 6th Army Grogf was made up of the Seventh U.S. and
First French armies.> ,

The Fifteenth Army, the final U.S. Army for ETOUSA,
was activated in the United States in August 1944 and
began operations in Britain in late November. The
Fifteenth Army became operational on the Continent on
6 January 1945, and Lieutenant General Leonard T. Gerow
became its commander .53 Fifteenth Army became
responsible for the coordination of all movement of field
force units from the beaches to army areas. In March it
took over control of containing forces in Brittany and in

April - the occupation  of the Rhineland. Besides
occupational duties, Fifteenth Army © did not have
operational responsibilities for the offensive in
Germany. Fifteenth Army never had more than two corps

assigned to it. The Army was used to prepare forces for
occupatiggal responsibilities following the defeat of
Germany. :

Prior to assuming operational control of his army
groups on the Continent, the Supreme Commander declared
that the Allied "command system has functioned exactly as
planned and in accordance with the tactical and strategic
situation.'" General Eisenhower asserted that 'mo hitches
have occurred and no frictions ¢that I know of have
developed."3>  Eisenhower's optimism was merited after
the successful Allied pursuit across France. However, as
Eisenhower gathered his armies for the attack on Germany,
his optimism was ‘soon tarnished by forces within and
without the Allied camp.

The force within was Field Marshal Montgomery,

Commander of 21st Army Group.56 Montgomery's conflict
with Eisenhower involved a personality clash, strategic
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differences, and differing ©philosophies of command.
Montgomery continually urged that he be made the sole
ground force commander, leaving the Supreme Commander on a
higher strategic level. This Eisenhower rejected, and the
tens%%n between the two men continued until the end of the
war.

General Eisenhower, in December 1944, carried a large
burden as the Theater Army Commander, SHAEF Commander,
Supreme Allied Commander, and head of ETOUSA. Eisenhower
realized that he had many more burdens than his field army
and army group commanders. He informed General Marshall
that his (Eisenhower 's) visits to various lower
headquarters had shown him that the corps, army, and army
group commanders were standing up well because they had
only to worry about tactics and 1local maintenance.
According to Eisenhower, these commanders did not have ''to
burden themselves with politics, priorities, shipping, and
Maquis' on the one hand, and they did not have to undergo
the "more direct battle strains of a division commander on
the other.'"58

A major realignment of commands occurred in December
1944 as a result of the German counteroffensive in the

Ardennes, known as the Battle of the Bulge. The German
counteroffensive never came close to reaching its goal of
Antwerp and the division of Allied forces.  The

counteroffensive did catch the Allies weak and unprepared
in the Ardennes, and the Germans were able to achieve
surprise and penetrate over fifty miles beyond the Allied
front line. The bulge which formed separated Lieutenant
General Bradley's 12th Army Group Headquarters on the
southern flank of the salient from the major part of the
First U.S. Army and the Ninth U.S. Army, which were

located on the northern flank. Communications between
group and army headquarters were cut. To remedy this
situation, Eisenhower's staff recommended that the

American Ninth and First armies be shifted to the command
of Montgomery's 21st Army Group which was in the north.
On 20 December 1944, Eisenhower ordered the shift of
forces39 (chart 8).

This change in command left Lieutenant General Bradley
in control of only one army, the Third, while placing four
armies under Field Marshal Montgomery's control. Bradley
claims he made one of his biggest mistakes of the war by
‘failing to resist the command change. "Giving Monty
operational control of my First and Ninth armies," Bradley
confided later, ''was the worst possible mistake Ike could
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have made.'60 Indeed, while Montgomery continued to
assert his strategic and command concepts, he failed to
destroy the German forces in the Ardennes.

When contact between the First and Third armies was
renewed after reduction of the German salient in the
Ardennes, command of First Army reverted to Bradley.
However, the Ninth Army remained under Montgomery until
the reduction of the Ruhr pocket was completed in 1945
(chart 9). '

The shift of armies in December 1944 reveals both
strengths and weaknesses in the Allied command system.
The flexibility of the system was clearly evident in the
ease with which armies could be moved among army groups.
The Allied Expeditionary Force chain of command was
adaptable to changing circumstances. On the other hand,
differing personalities and nationalities bred distrust
among the Army group headquarters and between those
- headquarters and SHAEF.

By the end of March 1945, the Allied armies had
crossed the Rhine River in force and were conducting
- offensive operations in Germany (chart 10). These
offensives led to the end of the war in Germany. On 7 May
1945, Eisenhower submitted a terse but accurate message to’
the Combined Chiefs of Staff: '"The mission of this Allied
Force was fulfilled at 0241 1loécal time."®l The role of
- Allied field army commanders now changed to that of
occupational authoritiés and military governors. Their
primary mission was complete. The three army groups and
- nine field armies were separated from the Allied
Expeditionary Force and either dissolved or prepared for
other duties. ' '

Conclusion

The establishment and organization of echelons above
- corps in ETOUSA took place during four periods. A theater
organization developed during the first period, which
culminated in the creation of ETOUSA in June 1942. During
the second period, the ‘Allies established organizations to
plan for the invasion of the Continent. The third period
began with the founding of SHAEF in September 1944 and
concluded with SHAEF's assumption of ground . command.
SHAEF governed preparation for the greatest successful

military invasion in history. During the fourth period,
which concluded with V-E Day, new armies joined the Allied
command, advanced across France, and were victorious
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against Germany. There are several reasons which account
for the successful organization and operation of echelons
above corps in ETOUSA. First and foremost, the Allied
civilian and military leaders accepted and adhered to the

principle of  unity of command. The Supreme Allied
Commander, General Eisenhower, always supported unity of
command . Second, ETOUSA became a mature theater of war.
Logical progression of planning and preparation led to a
successful 6 June 1944 invasion. The invasion armies had
time prior to combat in TFrance to organize, plan, and
prepare for the test of combat. Many commanders gained

experience in other theaters of war before facing the
challenges on the Continent.

A third reason for success was the combined command of
SHAEF. Despite personal jealousies and squabbles between
commanders over issues both significant and otherwise, and
in the face of rivalries and contentions based on
nationality or branch of service, SHAEF was a successful
combined command. SHAEF accomplished its mission because
it united sea, air, and ground power. There were problems
in maximizing air and logistic support, but these problems
were either overcome or were not allowed to become
crucial. SHAEF logically arranged its armies by
nationality, yet maintained flexibility by allowing
divisions of one nationality to serve in corps or armies
of another when circumstances demanded it.

SHAEF was a combined operational command for ETOUSA.
Logistics and administration were the responsibility of
Britain, and the U.S. utilized ETOUSA and the COMZ for
these purposes. This arrangement worked, although not
without difficulties and some confusion in the logistics
area.

During World War II, the United States created a
theater of operations in Europe, participated in a unified
combined command, and fielded and supported three army
group headquarters and six field armies. The United
States Army in Europe was America's largest and best
organized fighting force.
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CHAPTER 4

DIVIDED COMMAND IN THE PACIFIC: SWPA AND POA¥

In 1942 the United States assumed primary
responsibility for the war effort in the Pacific, yet
interservice rivalry between the Army and the Navy
prevented the creation of a unified command for the entire
region. Instead, what resulted was the establishment of
two separate and distinet theaters  -with each service 1in
command of its own area. Divided command in the Pacific
proved a constant problem, especially in major operations
that involved combat forces from both theaters. Unity of
command within each theater, however, allowed the theater
commander to organize and use his land, naval, and air
forces in ways that he thought would best prosecute the
war against Japan. As a result of this arrangement,
distinet differences in high command developed between the
two theaters, and the purpose of this study is to examine
those differences, while at the same time paying due
regard to the similarities.

Creation of Two Theaters

The division of responsibility in existence in the
Pacifiec before Pearl Harbor remained a salient feature of
the U. S. war effort throughout the period 1941 to 1945,
At the outbreak of the conflict, the United States
possessed four major commands: the United States Army
Forces 1in the Far East, the Asiatic Fleet, the Pacific
Fleet, and the Hawaiian Department (the former two located
in the Philippines and the latter two in Hawaii). In the
face of the Japanese advance, Washington Jjoined on
10 January 1942 with other concerned parties in
establishing the American-British-Dutch-Australian Command
(ABDACOM), an Allied and joint command under British
General Wavell, who in the capacity of Supreme Commander
reported directly to the Combined Chiefs of Staff (see
chart 1). ABDACOM lasted barely two months, however,
ecrumbling under the pressure of Japanese victories as it
attempted to muster sufficient forces to defeat the
enemy. A new command emerged in the wake of its collapse

¥Written by Dr. George W. Gawrych.
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prompted by Britain's decision to abandon its primary role
in the Southwest Pacifi¢ so that it could concentrate its
efforts in the Indian theater. The Pacific Ocean, thus,
became an area of exclusive American responsibility under
the d%rection of the American Joint Chiefs of 3Staff
(Jcs).

Left with this mission, the JCS proved unsuccessful in
establishing a unified command for the Pacific, as both
the Army and the Navy wanted to be in charge, and neither
side was willing to make a major concession. To solve
this impasse in a diplomatic manner, the JCS on 30 March
1942 divided the Pacifie into two separate and distinct
theaters. General Douglas MacArthur, who recently had
escaped from the Philippines, became the Supreme Commander
of the Southwest Pacific Area (SWPA), whereas Admiral
Chester Nimitz received the designation Commander in Chief
of the Pacific Ocean Area (POA). JCS directives specified
that MacArthur and Nimitz were to report to the JCS, who
exercised Jjurisdiction over operational strategy for both
theaters. Orders from JCS went through the head of each
service, so that MacArthur received his instructions from
General Marshall, the chief of staff, and Nimitz his
orders from Admiral King, Commander in Chief, U.S. Fleet.
Command in the Pacific was thus clearly divided according
to geographic areas of responsibility.2

The JCS assigned MacArthur a joint and allied command
with SWPA also comprising a U.S. Army theater. MacArthur
thus came to occupy a dual position as commander of an
Allied theater and as commander of U.S. Army forces in
SWPA. The JCS directive creating SWPA enjoined MacArthur
from directly commanding any national forces or
interfering with their internal administration. This
arrangement reflected the realization that at the onset
sizable human resources in SWPA would come from the
Australians, the British, and the Dutch. In POA, on the
other hand, Nimitz received a different command
structure. His area was divided into three subordinate
regions: the North, Central, and South Pacific (see
map). Nimitz was to exercise direct command of all forces
in the first two areas, but in the South Pacific, he had
to work through a regional (subtheater) commander,
eventually Admiral Halsey3 (see chart 2). The
composition of forces was overwhelmingly American, thus
making POA more a U.S. joint theater rather than an Allied
command. .

The creation of SWPA and POA caused competition over

resources and divided military effort. Serious problems
arose when forces from both theaters 'joined together in

4-3
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one operation. In the confliect over Leyte Gulf, two
American fleets were under the separate commands of’
MacArthur and Nimitz, a situation that nearly produced
disaster. 1In the engagement, Admiral Halsey, who remained
under Nimitz's command, moved his naval forces to the
north without informing Admiral Kinkaid, whose own task
group was under MacArthur's control. This move exposed
Kinkaid's flank and jeopardized the entire operation.

Sharing military forces between theaters presented
another source of tension. MacArthur, for example,
borrowed naval and army (XXIV Corps) units from POA, and
his refusal to release ships on schedule weakened naval
gunfire Iin support of the Marine 1landings on Iwo Jima.
This may well have contributed to high casualties as
claimed by the —~Marine Commander, General Heolland
Smith.H The problem of wunity of command plagued the
American war effort in the Pacific up to and ineluding the
planning for the invasion of Japan.

Command and Organization within Each Theater

MacArthur and Nimitz organized command differently in
their respective areas of . responsibility. MacArthur
established his headquarters--initially located in
Melbourne and then moved to Brisbane--and created three
separate commands: Allied Land, Air, and Naval Forces.
Allied Land Forces went to General Thomas Blamey, an
Australian, who exercised tactical control through task
forces <created for each <campaign, whereas Americans
commanded Allied Naval and Allied Air Forces. For
purposes of operational control, MacArthur exercised
command through these three commanders5 (see chart 2).

After the establishment of SWPA under his command,
MacArthur moved to address the problems of administration
and supply for American forces in the theater. On 20 July
1942, he redesignated U.S. Army Forces in Australia,
originally formed to be an air and supply base for the
Philippines, as U.S. Army Services of Supply (USASOS).
Its mission was to serve as the administrative and service
agency for all American units, with the exception of
certain air elements. Operational control of all American
ground troops remained with Blamey, the Commanding General
of Allied Land Forces. As the American war effort grew in
the theater, MacArthur's general staff faced increasing
administrative and operational duties. To relieve his
general staff of its heavy workload, MacArthur established
on 27 February 1943, the U.S. Army Forces in the Far East




(USAFFE) as his administrative command. USAFFE, thus,
became the highest American headquarters in SWPA,
functioning as a theater army with a s%farate headquarters
but with no tactical combat mission. As a result of
this reorganization, MacArthur strengthened his direct
control over U.S. ground and air units by assuming two
hats. As Commanding General, SWPA, he exercised
operational but not administrative control over ground,
air, and sea forces of the United States, Australia, the

Netherlands, and Great Britain. In his capacity of
Commanding General, USAFFE, he possessed administrative
command of all major American elements. By late 1944,

this included the Sixth and Eighth Armies, the Far East
Air Forces, and USASOS, the latter continuing to function
as the support agency for U.S. ground troops7 (see chart
3).

In theory, SWPA constituted an Allied and a joint
command, but MacArthur avoided forming a Jjoint staff and
instead staffed his headquarters with army officers.
General Headquarters, 3SWPA, thus functioned as a U.S. Army
staff, with 1liaison officers from the other services and
nationals.8 Rear Admiral Raymond Tarbuch, who served in
SWPA as chief naval advisor and naval liaison officer at
GHQ from mid-1943 to 1late 1944, complained of the "Army
mentality" prevalent among the MacArthur staff.9

As the war dragged on and the United States committed
more forces to SWPA, air forces and naval forces remained
under Allied commanders, whereas MacArthur slowly
reorganized land forces so as to bypass Blamey. At first,
the only combat units available to MacArthur were the 41st
Division (U.S.) and two Australian divisions (less two
brigades in Ceylon). In July 1942, JCS approved the
formation of a corps headquarters under Major General
Robert L. Eichelberger, who found himself under Blamey's
command. At the beginning of 1943, the Sixth Army was
constituted under Lieutenant General Walter Krueger, but
in order to avoid placing such a large American force
under the operational control of General Blamey, MacArthur
conveniently ¢transformed the Sixth Army into Alamo Force
(April 1943), under his own direct command. This ensured

that Sixth “Army never came under Blamey's control. It
also meant that the Australian general's task forces
became increasingly Australian in composition. The

hollowness of the title Allied Land Forces Commander in
charge of all ground troops became even more apparent
after the South Pacific Area was closed as a combat area
and most of the army units, including XIV Corps, went to
SWPA. The addition of forces to SWPA together with the
planned invasion of the Philippines created the need for a

4-7
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reorganization of command. MacArthur dissolved Alamo
Force on 25 September 1944 and from that time on issued
orders directly from general headquarters to headquarters,
with Sixth Army 1ignoring Blamey completely. MacArthur
employed the same procedure for the Eighth Army when it
went into the field under General Eichelberger.
Americans, thus, were no longer to serve under Australian
command. 10

At Leyte, on the assault day of 20 October 1944,
MacArthur was able for the first time to commit a field
army into battle. Sixth Army began the operation and
Eighth Army took control of the mopping up phase on
26 December, thus freeing Krueger to move on Luzon.
Krueger invaded Leyte with two corps--X and XXIV with a
strength of 53,000 and 51,500 respectively--supported by
two reserve divisions (32d at 14,500 and the 77th at
14,000 soldiers). The total number of ground troops under
his command was around 202,500. For the invasion of
Luzon, MacArthur released the X and XXIV Corps to
Eichelberger for the completion of the Leyte campaign and
gave I and XIV Corps to Krueger as the main units for the
reconquest of Luzon. At this time, Eichelberger gained
three army corps under his command, though he relinquished
operational control of XI Corps to Krueger for Luzon.
Throughout the Philippines c¢ampaign, MacArthur chose not
to form an army group headquarters, instead preferring to
exercise direct operational control over both field armies
(see chart 3).

Just as SWPA evolved into a U.S. Army operation, so
the war in POA developed into a U.S. naval enterprise,
with Admiral ©Nimitz as the theater commander. Naval
commanders exercised operational control over Army forces
throughout the war. The only employment of a field army
in POA occurred in the Central Pacific when the Tenth Army

took part in the Ryukyus campaign. Activated on 20 June
1944 at Ft. Houston, it passed to the command of
Lieutenant General Simon Bolivar Buckner, Jr., who had
been in charge of the Alaska Defense Command. Among the

major units involved in the Ryukyus operation were the
XXIV Corps, released from action in the Philippines on
10 February 1945, and the III Amphibious Corps (Marine).
The size of the total force numbered around 183,000
personnel for the assault phases, with approximately
154,000 men in seven combat divisions. The 81st Division
was excluded as it remained in New Caledoniall (see
chart 4).

The Tenth Army differed in several respects from field
armies iIn other theaters, including those employed 1in

L-9
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Europe and the Mediterranean. First of all, Tenth Army
remained under the operational direction of a naval
commander throughout its land campaign. Second, unlike
the Sixth or Eighth armies, it constituted a Jjoint task
force containing Marine (III Amphibious Corps), Navy
(Naval Forces, Ryukyus), and Air (Tactical Air Force,
Ryukyus, under a Marine major general) elements under its
direct command. Third, as a result of this mixture of
forces from different services, Buckner organized his
staff to include naval and marine officers.!2 (Other
differences concerned responsibility for 1logisties and
base development, which will be discussed below.)

A study of field armies in the Pacifie during World
War II thus presents a nice, comparative framework for
analysis owing to the fact that the Army and the Navy
assigned to their respective field armies different
command structures and organizations. Sixth and Eighth
armies were composed of army units, whereas Tenth Army was
a joint command.

Command Relationships in Amphibious Operations

As noted by Eichelberger, "Every troop movement in the
Pacific depended upon Navy and the Alir for success."13
Over a forty-one day period, for example, the Eighth Army
conducted fourteen major landings and twenty-four minor
ones, all supported by ships. 4 This 1island hopping
warfare meant that naval forces had to be used in initial
phases of operations and demanded the employment of naval
amphibious doctrine. Here, again, differences existed
between the two theaters.

In SWPA, Vice Admiral Kinkaid, who commanded Allied
Naval Forces, doubled as the head of task forces. In the
Leyte assault, he was in charge of Task Force 77 that
contained combat, transport, and cargo ships of the
Seventh Fleet. He divided Task Force 77 into two smaller
attack forces: Rear Admiral Daniel Barbey, in charge of
Task Force 78, transported and supported Major
General I. P. Swift's I Corps; while Rear Admiral Theodore
Wilkinson, with Task Force 79, carried the XIV Corps of
Ma jor General 0. W. Griswold to shore. General Krueger,
Commanding General, VI Army, assumed control of ground
troops only upon his arrival on shore and after notifying
Kinkaid.15 In practice, however, during the amphibious
phase, KXinkaid refrained from 1issuing orders to land
forces without prior consultation with Kr‘ueger‘.1
General George Kenney, who controlled Army Air Forces,




deployed American air elements in a manner similar to that
of- the Navy. On Luzon, for example, when both field
armies were simultaneously in action, Kenney assigned
General Wurtsmith's Thirteenth Air Force to work with
Eichelberger and Whitehead's Fifth Air Force to work with
Krueger. 17 Liaison officers from the three services
provided the cohesion . necessary for the operations
involving Army, Navy, and Air forces.. '

During landing operations in SWPA, control transferred
from naval to ground commanders, starting from the bottom
and moving upwards. When an infantry division commander
assumed control ashore, he passed from the control of the
task group c¢ommander to that of the next higher level of
naval command, the task force. A commanding general of a
corps, upon setting foot on land, moved from under -the
immediate authority of the amphibious task force commander
to that of Admiral Kinkaid. Kinkaid kept command of both
naval and  land elements, reporting directly to MacArthur,
until Krueger landed and established a functioning
headquarters for the Sixth Army. At that point, Krue%gr
directed land operations under MacArthur's authority.

On Leyte, Krueger assumed command of Sixth Army on
24 October, four days after the 1initial 1landing of
American troops.19 ' :

Matters worked somewhat differently in POA, indicating
the Navy's own unique practice. For Operation Iceberg
(Ryukyus), Nimitz placed Admiral Spruance, Commander in
Chief of the Central Pacifiec Task Forces, in overall
command of the amphibious operations, in addition to his
responsibility for all naval forces 'in the subtheater.
Admiral Turner, in turn, headed the Joint Expeditionary
Force (Task Force 51) composed of Army, Navy, and Marine
elements, whose mission was to capture and develop Okinawa
and other islands in the Ryukyus chain (see chart 5).
SWPA did not employ such a system. If Kinkaid had done so
for Luzon, this would have m